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Summary 
Introduction  
Most of the recent organizational studies suggest that organizations need to cooperate in order to cope with 
the environmental complexity, risk and uncertainty and that cooperating organizations are more successful if 
they operate in conditions of interorganizational trust.  Business process flexibility is another necessary 
response to the current turbulent environment that is broadly discussed in the management and information 
system studies. To retain their competitive advantage in today’s dynamic marketplace, it is crucial for 
organizations to be flexible.  
While both researchers and practitioners have devoted considerable attention to the interorganizational trust 
and operational flexibility the number of studies on the dynamic interaction between these two phenomena is 
still limited. This study aims to fill this gap. 
Objectives and research questions 
The research objective of this study is to achieve a better understanding of the dynamics between operational 
flexibility and interorganizational trust by constructing a conceptual model of the relations between these 
phenomena derived on the one hand from trust and flexibility theories and on the other - from organizational 
practices. 
The study is driven by two main research questions: 
1. Which aspects of the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility are identified 
in the scientific literature? 
2. How do operational flexibility and interorganizational trust interact in the practice of a case organization? 
Research strategy  
Towards the research objective an exploratory approach is applied in this study. First, an extensive literature 
review is conducted searching for theories, and empirical findings explaining the studied phenomena and 
their dynamics. As a result of the literature study an Initial explanatory conceptual model of the dynamics 
between Operational flexibility and Interorganizational trust is developed. The topic is then empirically 
explored. The objectives of the empirical study are twofold: 1) to investigate the exploratory credibility of the 
conceptual model and 2) to enrich it with insights from the organizational practice.   
To accomplish these objectives an embedded single case study strategy is adopted. Data are collected from 
documents and key informants. Two research methods are applied in this study – desk research and individual 
interview. The data analysis is carried out using Grounded Theory and Concept Mapping approaches. 
Results and main conclusions  
According to the main research objective of the study an explanatory model of the dynamics between 
operational flexibility and interorganizational trust is built based on the existing theory and on the findings 
and insights from a case organization. Figure 1 presents the adjusted model of the dynamics between 
operational flexibility and interorganizational trust.  The model comprises the following main constructs: 
 Definition of interorganizational trust as a dynamic psychological state comprising the intention to accept 
vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another. 
Interorganizational trust is seen as an integral construct presented by two interacting dimensions: 
competence trust and intentional trust. In the examined case both intentional trust and competence trust 
appear to play an important role in relation to operational flexibility. Intentional trust further has two 
aspects: calculative trust based on the calculation that the costs of opportunistic behaviour exceed the 
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possible gains, and non-calculative trust based on the understanding of partner’s motives and integrity. 
The study reveals that the main topics representing intentional trust in the trust – flexibility dynamics are 
predominated by relational aspects of the trust and that non-calculative trust can compensate the need 
for calculative proofs.     
 
Figure 1 Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust - The adjusted model 
 Definition of operational flexibility as a capacity to yield to change without loss of identity. This definition 
reflects the idea derived from the theory and observed in the practice that flexibility is equilibrium of 
stability and change. Both aspects appear appropriate when exploring trust - flexibility dynamics. The 
theoretical study has revealed that flexibility can exist as variety and as adaptivity. Variety represents the 
number of different actual and potential procedures in response to environmental volatility. Adaptivity 
reflects the ability of a process to change in response to environmental unpredictability.  
The case confirmed the view that that flexibility should be considered as contingent upon environmental 
diversity that the organization wants to fit and the results the organization wants to achieve. The findings 
demonstrate that operational adaptivity combined with generic business process fits best the conditions 
of multi-customer orientation and cost efficiency strategy. 
The construct of variety was not observed in the case and need further exploration. 
 Identification of the necessary features of context where the dynamic interaction between flexibility and 
trust occurs - uncertainty and interorganizational interdependence.  
 Six propositions describing trust – flexibility dynamics. The explanatory credibility of three of these 
propositions is demonstrated in the case. The results show that: 
o Flexible business operations gain much competence trust because they reduce environmental 
uncertainty and enhance cost efficiency. 
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o Interorganizational trust as an integral construct promotes flexibility, by providing more freedom 
and support for designing business operations. 
o Intentional trust has a positive impact on operational adaptivity as under condition of trust 
organizations have more freedom to make transaction non-specific investments. 
One of the model’s propositions does not prove to provide a credible explanation in the explored case.  
The findings do not confirm the expectation that: 
o Operational adaptivity can have a reverse effect on calculative aspect of intentional trust because 
it reduces the switching cost and can be experienced as self-seeking behaviour  
Two of the model’s propositions could not be examined in the case organization. 
 Statement on the nature of the trust-flexibility dynamics as a dynamic not-causal interaction. The 
theoretical study and the exploration of the case prompted the idea that the dynamics between 
interorganizational trust and operational flexibility can be understood by exploring their joint effect on 
other factors. 
The results indicate cost efficiency, open communication and collaboration and customer identity as 
possible mediating factors in trust – flexibility dynamics. Future research on the mediating role of these 
factors is needed to deep the understanding of trust – flexibility dynamics. 
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1 Introduction 
Most of the recent organizational studies are dominated by the view that organizations need to cooperate in 
order to cope with the environmental complexity, risk and dynamism. Studies in interorganizational trust 
generally tend to stress that under high levels of trust cooperating organizations are more successful in 
product development, financial performance and time efficiency (Ali, Kurnia and Johnston, 2008; Jing and 
Avery, 2008; Jong and Woolthuis, 2008; Ketchen, Snow and Street, 2004; Pitsis, Kornberger and Clegg, 2004; 
Vosselman and Meer-Kooistra, 2004). 
Business process flexibility is another necessary response to the current turbulent environment that is broadly 
discussed in the management and information system studies (Christopher, 2000; Gebauer and Schober, 
2008; Regev and Wegmann, 2006; Rosemann et al, 2006). To retain their competitive advantage in today’s 
dynamic marketplace, it is crucial for organizations to be flexible.  
Both researchers and practitioners have devoted considerable attention to the interorganizational trust and 
business process flexibility. While the number of studies in these areas has significantly increased, the 
research on the dynamic interaction between these two phenomena is still limited. Therefore this study aims 
to fill this gap by exploring the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility.  
1.1 Research framework 
The research topic of this thesis is defined from the process-centred perspective of the “Three Realms” model 
developed by Vosselman, Verstegen, Olink and Martin (2009). This model explores the dynamics of interfirm 
transactional relations from a three-dimensional perspective, including contractual, relational and operational 
realms. The model suggests that none of these realms in its own right is sufficient to explain such complex 
phenomena as interfirm interactions. Instead, such phenomena can only be understood by studying various 
aspects of these realms, in their dependency on each other. 
 
Figure 2. Scope of the study within the framework of the “Three Realms” 
In Figure 2 the scope of this study within the research framework of the “Three Realms” is presented. 
From the broad and complex content of the operational realm, this study picks up operational flexibility as 
focus of analysis. Within the relational realm, interorganizational trust is studied as a core aspect of the 
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interorganizational relations. This two aspects, operational flexibility and interorganizational trust, are 
investigated in their dynamic interactions as interrelated phenomena.  
1.2 Objectives and research questions 
1.2.1 Research objective 
This study aims at achieving a better understanding of the dynamics between operational flexibility and 
interorganizational trust by constructing a conceptual model of the relations between these phenomena 
derived on the one hand  from trust and flexibility theories and on the other hand - from organizational 
practices.  
1.2.2 Main research questions 
The study is driven by two main research questions derived from the general research model of the “Three 
Realms”  
1. Which aspects of the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility are identified 
in the scientific literature? 
2. How do operational flexibility and interorganizational trust interact in the practice of a case organization? 
The first main research question is addressed by a literature study. As a result of the literature review an initial 
conceptual model of the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility is constructed. 
The second main research question is explored empirically. The objectives of this empirical study are twofold. 
Firstly, it investigates whether the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility, in 
the case of a particular organization, can be explained using the relations between these two phenomena as 
revealed from the literature and presented in the initial conceptual model.  Secondly, the empirical study 
explores the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility in the natural context of 
interacting organizations in order to identify and understand the relations between these phenomena as they 
appear in practice and to reveal the underlying patterns in these relations. The findings are used to adjust and 
enrich the initial conceptual model.  
1.3 Research model 
Creating fit between theory and reality requires an iterative process that involves feedback and modification 
at many stages (Edmonson and McManus, 2007). Therefore this study was carried out as an interaction 
between deductive and inductive theory development. The research model of the study is presented in Figure 
3. 
The literature study is aimed at examining the concepts of trust and operational flexibilization in a broad 
context searching for theories, empirical findings and relevant research methods. As a result of the literature 
study, an Initial explanatory conceptual model of the dynamics between operational flexibility and 
Interorganizational trust is developed.   
In order to get a deeper understanding of the dynamics between these two phenomena, in the empirical 
phase of the study, practices of a case organization are explored. Data are collected using document analysis 
and semi- structured interview. The collected information is further analysed using Grounded Theory and 
Concept Mapping approaches.  
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Figure 3. Research model 
Finally the results of the empirical study are compared with the initial conceptual model in order to validate 
the explanatory credibility of the underlying constructs and propositions and to enrich the model with new 
aspects and relation patterns as derived from the organizational practice.  
1.4 Outline of the thesis 
This thesis progresses in three stages. Chapter 2 comprises the results of the theoretical study aimed at 
answering the first main research question. The theoretical findings cover the definition and 
operationalization of the main concepts as well as their dimensions, antecedents and consequents. In the last 
section of the Chapter 2 the theoretical findings on the interorganizational trust an operational flexibility are 
put together in an initial conceptual model of their dynamics. 
Chapter 3 focuses on the research methodology of the empirical study dealing with the choice of research 
strategy, selection of case organization, unit of analysis and sources of evidence. In this chapter the applied 
methods of research and analysis are discussed from methodological quality point of view. 
The results of the empirical study addressing the second main research question are reported in Chapter 4. 
This chapter presents the findings of the case study as well as the results of data analysis. 
Chapter 5 combines the findings of the theoretical and the empirical study in order to answer the main 
research question on the dynamics between operational flexibility and interorganizational trust.  
The final chapter draws the conclusions, looks at the contributions and the limitations of the study and makes 
recommendations for future research. 
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2 A critical review of the research on interorganizational trust, 
operational flexibility and their dynamics 
The first section of this chapter describes the literature review method applied in the study. In the following 
sections the research questions of the theoretical study are addressed. Provided that research on the relation 
between interorganizational trust and operation flexibility is limited, the literature on each of these 
phenomena is explored separately. In the last section, as a result of the theoretical study, an initial conceptual 
model of the trust – flexibility dynamics is developed. 
2.1 Operationalization of the main research question of the theoretical study  
The main research question of the theoretical study is: 
1. Which aspects of the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility are identified in 
the scientific literature? 
This research question is operationalized through the following set of sub-questions: 
1.1. What is the impact of operational flexibility on the relational realm and specifically on the 
interorganizational trust, according to flexibility theory? 
1.1.1. What is meant by operational flexibility? 
1.1.2. Which dimensions of operational flexibility can be identified in the literature?  
1.1.3. What are the antecedents and consequences of operational flexibility? 
1.2. What does the trust theory learn on the impact of interorganizational trust on the operational flexibility? 
1.2.1. How concept of Interorganizational trust can be defined? 
1.2.2. Which theoretical perspectives can provide relevant explanation of interorganizational trust? 
1.2.3. What are the antecedents and consequences of interorganizational trust? 
1.2.4. What are the dimensions of interorganizational trust? 
1.3. What are the characteristics of dynamic relationships between interorganizational trust and operational 
flexibility? 
1.3.1. What is the impact of interorganizational trust on operational flexibility?  
1.3.2. What are the implications of the operational flexibility on interorganizational trust? 
1.3.3. How can the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility be presented in 
an explanatory conceptual model? 
2.2 Literature review method 
2.2.1 Search strategy 
In this study keyword searching, backward searching, and forward searching were applied in an iterative 
manner aimed at accumulating “a relatively complete census of relevant literature” (Webster and Watson, 
2002, p. xvi).  
Keyword searching 
In order to assess the relevance of the references, the following inclusion criteria were applied: 
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 Search terms: the publication should meet one or more of the search keywords and keyword 
combinations. 
 Subject area: initially only publications in the field of management science, business, economics, computer 
science and informatics were included. 
 Scientific quality: the publication should have been accepted by a journal (peer-reviewed), an international 
conference (conference proceedings) or a university (e.g. PhD thesis).  
Only sources satisfying all these three criteria were initially considered as eligible for inclusion.  
In addition the following exclusion criteria were applied: 
 Language: publications only in English and Dutch were included in the review process. 
 Actuality: the initial search was limited to sources published in 2000 or later.  
 Accessibility: sources requiring payment for access were not included in the selection.  
In the review process, first titles, abstracts and keywords were screened to check the relevance of the sources 
to the research questions. For the publications that were found relevant, the full texts were reviewed. In this 
stage, a manual search in the reference lists of the full text papers was conducted as an input for the 
backward searching. 
Backward searching 
In this phase publications from the reference lists selected during the keyword search were scanned and 
reviewed. The inclusion of sources in the backward search was based on two main criteria: 
 Relevance to research questions,  
 Frequency of citation in the literature selected in the first phase.  
The full texts of the references found through backward search were reviewed. 
Forward searching 
In this phase, publications citing articles and authors included in the previous phases were selected, scanned 
and reviewed. This phase was mainly aimed at yielding follow-up studies or recent developments. Apart from 
single studies, some meta-reviews were referred to as well.  
2.3 Operational flexibility 
This section explores the first question of the theoretical study: 1.1 What is the impact of operational 
flexibility on the relational realm and specifically on the interorganizational trust, according to flexibility 
theory?  
The organization of the section is guided by the set of specific questions that operationalize this question. In 
the last part of this section the findings with respect to question 1.1 are summarised and presented as a 
general conclusion on the subject of discussion. 
2.3.1 Definition of Operational flexibility – stability within change 
This subsection addresses question 1.1.1 What is meant by operational flexibility? 
Many researchers indicate that flexibility is ambiguous (Slack, 2005) and hard-to-capture (Sethi and Sethi, 
1990) concept, described and investigated from different perspectives, within different scientific paradigms, 
on different levels of abstraction and with the use of different professional languages. Furthermore, different 
descriptions of operational flexibility overlap with other related concepts such as agility, responsiveness, 
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change, and often same descriptions of flexibility are categorised with different concepts and within different 
taxonomy constructs. 
Petkova and Van Wezel (2006) have conducted a comprehensive literature review of flexibility and have 
discovered 141 definitions of this concept.  
Flexibility is usually defined in relation to two opposite concepts: change and stability. According to Weerdt 
(2009) flexibility reflects the capacity of a process to respond to various kinds of external change. This capacity 
depends on the presence of dynamic capabilities to effectuate change and the responsiveness of the 
organization to facilitate change (Weerdt, 2009). Flexibility is seen as the ability to adapt to the variations in 
the environment in order to continuing addressing the goals (Kumar and Narasipuram, 2006).  
At the same time, flexibility is seen as a maintaining of some stable structure in the face of change - ‘‘change 
within a given state’’ (Bordoloi, Cooper and Matsuo, 1999).  A business process is considered flexible if it is 
possible to change it without replacing it completely (Regev and Wegmann, 2005; Regev, Soffer and Schmidt, 
2006).  
In this context, a business process is considered flexible if it is neither so rigid to not accept any changes nor so 
changeable to lost its integrity within the changes. According to Regev and Wegmann (2005), business process 
flexibility reflects the capability to react to external changes by modifying (parts of) the process without 
completely replacing it. They define business process flexibility as “the ability to yield to change without loss 
of identity” (Regev and Wegmann, 2005, p.199). Similarly, Schoneberg et al.(2008) define flexibility as quality 
of business process that  reflects its ability to deal with foreseen and unforeseen changes in the environment 
by varying or adapting only those parts of the business process that are affected by the changes and retaining 
those parts that are not influenced by the change. Following Regev and Wegmann (2005) they argue that 
flexibility is as much about what should stay the same in a process as about what should be allowed to 
change. 
2.3.2 Dimensions of flexibility 
In this subsection an answer to sub-question 1.1.2 Which dimensions of operational flexibility can be 
identified in the literature? is given. 
Most of the researchers on flexibility claim that flexibility is a multi-dimensional concept. Different types of 
flexibility are needed to respond to specific situations. These different types of flexibility can be separately 
utilised, can be complementary to each other and can be merged into one system. 
Anand and Ward (2004) focus their study on the relation between two specific aspects of environmental 
dynamism - unpredictability and volatility, and two different flexibility strategies – mobility and range. They 
argue that both environmental dynamism and flexibility are multidimensional, and that firms must match the 
type of flexibility with the nature of environmental dynamism they face.  Their study provides evidence that 
mobility element of flexibility fits better environmental unpredictability while the range aspect of flexibility is 
the adequate response to environmental volatility.  
Bertrand (2002) presents a broad review of the flexibility dimensions in the operation management literature 
and emphasises that as changes can take place in different areas, can influence different aspects of the 
environment or the organization and can occur with different magnitude and levels of unpredictability, 
flexibility can take different forms and can be adopted on different organizational levels. Because of this, 
flexibility dimensions should be considered as contingent upon two factors: a) the environmental diversity 
that the organization wants to fit, and b) the results the organization wants to achieve in the conditions of this 
diversity. 
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Slack (2005) reveals that managers usually view flexibility as having two aspects: a) range flexibility defined as 
‘‘the range of states a system can adopt”, and b) response flexibility, defined as ‘‘the ease (in terms of cost, 
time, or both) with which changes can be made”. 
Upton (1995) explores flexibility using the dimensions range, mobility, and uniformity. Building upon the study 
of Upton (1995) Koste and Malhotra (2000) propose that range dimension can be further described in two 
aspects - range-number and range-heterogeneity.   
Swafford, Ghosh and Murthy (2006) state that flexibility is a co-alignment of two key dimensions:   
 range, described as  the number of different states (levels, positions, or options) that can be achieved with 
existing resources, and  
 adaptivity, defined as the ability to change from one state to another in a timely and cost effective manner. 
Kumar and Narasipuram (2006) emphasise that business process flexibility can be either reactive or proactive. 
The reactive process adaptation is provoked by experiencing modification of the internal or external 
environment. The proactive adaptation is seen as a result of the anticipation of a variation or changes. The 
authors differentiate two types of business process flexibility – pre-Designed flexibility and just-in-time 
responsive flexibility. These dimensions are similar to variability – adaptivity nexus as variability can be seen as 
pre-designed versatility of process components while adaptivity is close to just-in-time adaptive responses. 
Not only differences in defining flexibility but also similarities in the viewpoints of authors can be found. Most 
of the researchers recognise that flexibility can take two forms: 
 Variety of the process that includes all different combinations of products and paths designed to meet 
environmental volatility. This dimension is also noted as range, mix, variability, state flexibility, and pre-
designed flexibility. 
 Adaptivity of the process that is the ability of a process to change as a response to environmental 
unpredictability. This dimension is described also as mobility, adaptability, response, and just-in-time 
flexibility 
Sharing this mostly recognised view the current study describes flexibility in two dimensions: variety and 
adaptivity. Following Leeuw and Volberda (1996) and Swafford et al. (2006) the variety is defined as the 
number of different actual and potential procedures in respond to environmental volatility, and adaptivity - as 
the ability of a process to change in response of environmental unpredictability. 
2.3.3 Antecedents and consequences of operational flexibility 
In this section the findings with regard to question 1.1.3 What are the antecedents and consequences of 
operational flexibility? are presented. 
The literature review revealed a considerable amount of studies on different strategies, tactics, architectures 
and techniques for modelling and implementing business process flexibility, but within this broad picture of 
studies only a few are focused on the factors that influence flexibility. This observation is consistent with the 
conclusion of Kumar and Narasipuram (2006) that although there is only minimal work that examines the 
antecedents of business process flexibility, it is essential to understand how the need of flexibility arises.  
Several studies state that there is a relation between  flexibility and environmental uncertainty, 
environmental dynamism, turbulence and the need to change, but the number of reports, exploring how 
exactly environmental dynamism influence operational flexibility, is rather limited. A few exceptions found are 
the studies of Anand and Ward (2004) and Ivens (2005). Anand and Ward point out, that external 
environments with higher level of unpredictability and volatility trigger the use of flexibility approaches and 
strategies, while Ivens shows that the degree of uncertainty that a service provider perceives in a business 
relationship, negatively influences his flexibility toward the customers. 
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Flexibility is interrelated with switching costs and assets specifity. Some authors (Cannon and Homburg, 2001) 
argue that flexibility investments are transaction non specific and in such a way they reduce the switching 
costs. Other studies (Huchzermeier and Cohen, 1996) show that organizations chose for flexible strategies 
when switching costs and required assets specifity are low. 
Regev and Wegmann (2005) claim that business process is constrained in its flexibility by the requirements 
imposed on it by its stakeholders. Therefore flexibility should be studied in the context of the requirements of 
the stakeholders toward a business process.   
By studying the consequences of operational flexibility, the attention of the authors is driven predominantly 
by organizational (supply chain) performance and cost efficiency.  
Anand and Ward (2004) provide evidence that in more dynamic environments flexibility is a strong predictor 
of performance. They show that environmental unpredictability has a positive moderating effect on the 
relationship between mobility element of manufacturing flexibility and performance, and that environmental 
volatility has a positive moderating effect on the relationship between the range element of manufacturing 
flexibility and performance. 
Even though scholars on flexibility (often implicitly) agree that flexibility comes at a price, the relation 
between flexibility and cost efficiency has rarely been studied in detail (Koste and Malhotra, 2000). Many 
organizations face the dilemma that while the costs involved in designing a flexible business process are 
largely tangible, the value of flexibility is hardly to quantify and largely intangible. This is because potential 
payoffs due to flexibility occur in future, contingent on uncertain future conditions. Some studies (Byrd and 
Turner, 2000; Gebauer and Schober, 2008) reveal that flexibility is positively related to an increase of costs. 
On the other hand, increasing process flexibility across the entire business process, although costly itself, is 
seen as a particular efficient approach for managing the mismatch between available capacities and time-
varying demands (Francas et al., 2006).  
2.3.4 Operational Flexibility - conclusions 
Business process flexibility reflects the capability of an organization to capture uncertainty and dynamism of 
both the external and internal environment and to react to changes by modifying (parts of) the process 
without completely replacing it. For the purpose of this study, following Regev et al. (2005) and Weerdt 
(2009), operational flexibility is defined as capacity of the business process to yield to change without loss of 
identity. In this definition flexibility comprises two opposite aspects: stability and change. 
The review of definitions and interpretations presented, clearly indicate that flexibility, in general, and 
business process flexibility, in particular, is a broad and multi-dimensional concept. This concept involves 
several diverse aspects and attributes. Sharing one of the mostly recognised views, this study describes 
flexibility in two dimensions: variety and adaptivity. Following Leeuw and Volberda (1996) and Swafford et al. 
(2006) the variety is defined as the number of different actual and potential procedures in respond to 
environmental volatility, and adaptivity - as the ability of a process to change in response of environmental 
unpredictability.  
Findings in previous research show that: 
 Operational flexibility is interrelated with environmental uncertainty. Some studies show that 
environmental unpredictability corresponds to adaptivity dimension of flexibility and environmental 
volatility to variety dimension. 
 Operational flexibility is contingent upon a) environmental diversity that the organization wants to fit, and 
b) the results the organization wants to achieve in the conditions of this diversity. 
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 Operational flexibility is interrelated with switching costs and assets specifity as flexibility investments are 
transaction non specific and in such a way they reduce switching costs. At the same time organizations 
chose for flexible strategies when switching costs and required assets specifity are low. 
 Operational flexibility is positively related with organizational performance, although the meaning included 
in the concept of performance varies across the studies. 
 Operational flexibility has a multidirectional effect on cost efficiency. While related to considerable 
investments, the value of flexibility is intangible and occurs usually in the future. On the other hand, 
increasing flexibility across the entire business process is seen as a particular efficient approach for 
managing the mismatch between available capacities and time-varying demands. 
 Operational flexibility is constrained by the requirements imposed on it by the process stakeholders. 
Therefore flexibility should be studied in the context of the requirements of the stakeholders toward a 
business process.   
2.4 Interorganizational Trust 
This section answers the second main question of the theoretical study: 1.2 What does the trust theory learn 
on the impact of interorganizational trust on the operational flexibility? 
Each of the subsections here addresses one of the specific questions that operationalize the main question. 
The last subsection presents summarised conclusions with respect to question 1.2. 
2.4.1 Definition of Interorganizational Trust 
In this section a definition of trust is given as an answer to the question 1.2.1 How concept of 
Interorganizational trust can be defined? 
Trust has been studied in several disciplines – psychology, organizational science, management science, 
accounting, and has been defined and analyzed from different perspectives and within different scientific 
paradigms. Trust is usually defined as a psychological state - attitude (Rousseau et al., 1998), perception 
(Bhattacharya, Devinney and Pillutla, 1998; Nooteboom, 2000), expectation (Zaheer, McEvily, and Perrone, 
1998; Gulati and Sytch, 2007; Das and Teng, 2001), belief (Grandison & Sloman, 2000), intention (Rousseau et 
al., 1998), confidence (Das and Teng, 1998) – toward another party to fulfil its obligations, and to act and 
negotiate fairly even when the possibility of opportunism is present (Gulati and Sytch, 2007; Walter, 2003). 
After reviewing a broad range of studies on trust, Msanjilat (2009) concludes that the current research on 
trust is dominated by three definitions, namely: 
 Trust is the willingness of a trustor to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the 
expectations that the trustee will perform a particular action important to the trustor irrespective of the 
ability to monitor or control the trustee (Mayer, Davis and Schoorman, 1995). 
 Trust is the belief in the competency of an entity to act dependably, securely and reliably within a specified 
context. (Grandison & Sloman, 2000). 
 Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive 
expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another. (Rousseau et al., 1998). 
Rousseau et al. (1998) undertook a broad interdisciplinary review of the concept of trust trying to identify 
whether a shared understanding on this concept across disciplines exists and they concluded that the 
fundamental elements of the definition of trust were comparable across different disciplinary approaches and 
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levels on which trust had been studied. According to them trust is “meso” concept integrating psychological 
processes and group dynamics on micro level with institutional arrangements on macro level. 
The reviewed definitions emphasise the following commonly accepted features of interorganizational trust: 
 Trust is defined as a psychological state and as such it is not equivalent to risk-taking as behaviour 
(Kadefors, 2004).  
 Trust is a psychological state that appears under at least two necessary conditions: risk and 
interdependency.  
The condition of risk is related to two types of uncertainty – environmental uncertainty and transaction 
uncertainty (Blumberg, 2001; Claro, Hagelaar and Omta, 2003; Bensaou and Venkatraman, 1995). Hence 
two main elements of the organizational transactions shape the notion of trust: (a) performance risk – the 
unpredictability of the environmental changes and (b) relational risk - the risk of the partner’s opportunism 
(Das and Teng, 2001; Langfield-Smith, 2008).  Although these two forms of uncertainty are independent on 
each other, only when taken together they can bring understanding of the interorganizational relations 
risk. 
Trust arise only in condition of (inter)dependency but not necessary require partnership and collaboration 
because organizations establish partnership relations only under a sufficient level of trust (Tomkins, 2001).  
 Trust is dynamic rather than a static phenomenon. Trust can change over time through several stages (Luo, 
2002; Fachrunnisa, Hussain and Chang, 2010) as building, developing, mainlining, declining, and 
resurfacing. Trust can be created, enhanced and managed (Edelenbos and Klijn, 2007; Andreas and 
McKnight, 2006; Pavlou and Gefen, 2004; Koeszegi, 2004).  
To capture these distinctive features of trust, for the purpose of this study interorganizational trust is defined 
as a dynamic psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive 
expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another (adapted from Rousseau et al., 1998; Vlaar, Van der 
Bosch and Volberda, 2007). 
2.4.2 Trust explained  
This section provides answers to the following question: 1.2.2 Which theoretical perspectives can provide 
relevant explanation of interorganizational trust?  
Transaction Costs Economics 
Transaction Cost Economics (TCE) theory is a framework that has gained much interest in explaining 
interorganizational trust. According to TCE, the risk in interorganizational transactions strongly depends on 
asset specificity. Asset specificity is the degree to which an asset that is dedicated to a particular transaction 
can be used in an alternative transaction without scarification of productive value. Investments in transaction 
specific assets create exit barriers and increase switching costs. It is assumed, under the TCE perspective, that 
a high level of asset specificity decreases the risk of opportunistic behaviour, but also creates dependences 
and complicated government situations (Speklé, 2001).   
TCE theory claims that trust lowers transaction costs and increases benefits. High levels of joint dependence 
cultivate commitment and trust because this makes it prohibitively expensive for partners to engage in 
opportunistic behaviour (Gulati and Sytch, 2007; Subramani and Venkatraman, 2003). 
TCE has been criticised because it oversees social and ethical norms, and emphasizes the role of the incentives 
and governance structures that promote it (Seppänen, Blomqvist and Sundqvist, 2007).  Many scholars argue 
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also that TCE is too pessimistic in assessing the potential for cooperation (Kadefors, 2004; Klein, Rai and 
Straub, 2007; Wicks, Berman and Jones, 1999).  
"Social exchange" theory 
The limitations of TCE to explain the diversity of collaboration practices have encouraged scholars to explore 
the role of social ties in enhancing interorganizational relations. "Social exchange" refers to the condition in 
which the actions of one party provide rewards and incentives for the actions of another party and vice versa 
in repeated interactions (Muthusamy, White and Carr, 2007). In this context, trust is often defined as reliance 
on another party under conditions of risk (Nooteboom, 2000). Reliance specifically means confidence about 
another's behaviour, fairness or goodwill (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994).  
Muthusamy, White and Carr (2007) argue that trust is a socio-psychological property of a relationship based 
on the experience and interaction of boundary-spanning managers. In the settings of interorganizational 
exchanges, trust is based on the positive organizational reputation for non-opportunistic and trustworthy 
behaviour. According to Klein, Rai and Straub (2007) the degree and symmetry of trust promote cooperation 
between partners for information sharing and in turn, mutual information sharing promote mutual 
performance gains from the collaboration. The authors propose a relational model suggesting that 
asymmetric investments by one party can be safeguard by cooperative governance, and that investments in 
interorganizational relationships (e.g. time and efforts to develop exchange relationship) promote mutual 
trust. 
2.4.3 Antecedents and consequences of interorganizational trust 
In this section the antecedents and the consequences of interorganizational trust are discussed from both the 
TCE and Social Exchange theory perspectives in order to answer question 1.2.3 What are the antecedents and 
consequences of interorganizational trust? 
Gulati and Sytch (2007) find that the most often used antecedents in trust research are: (a) satisfaction with 
the gained or perceived quality of the product or service, (b) communication between firms, and (c) 
competence of the business partner. According to De Jong and Woolthuis (2008) the antecedents of 
interorganizational trust include:  (a) a shared past, (b) detailed interfirm contracts, (c) relational openness 
and (d) mutual dependence. Kadefors (2004) points out that trust-based collaboration is promoted by (a) 
team building processes and (b) project wide communication. 
Klein, Rai and Straub (2007) suggest that a higher degree and symmetry in relationship-specific investments 
are associated with higher mutual trust between parties. Walter (2003) argues that higher partner-specific 
adaptations, interpreted from the TCE perspective as investments that have no or less value in other exchange 
relationships, lead to greater trust.  
Gulati and Nickerson (2007) identify two main sources of interorganizational trust: (a) the structure of 
governance arrangements, and (b) previous interactions between organizations.  
Interorganizational-trust results also from previous interactions due to the information gained with regard to 
the propensity of the partner in the past to engage in opportunistic behaviour (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994). 
The perceived benevolence and integrity of the partners in prior interactions can enhance openness and 
accessibility toward each other (Muthusamy, White and Carr, 2007). Such openness especially motivates the 
partners for trustful behaviour. Moreover, trust emerges as a consequence of recurring market transactions 
through which, organizations see the prospect of future interactions, which discourages attempts to seek 
short-term opportunism and promotes mutual trust (Tomkins, 2001). 
Further, trust is seen as the result of attributes of the other party, such as organization’s competence, 
concern, openness, and reliability (Mishra, 1996). Walter (2003) acknowledges the positive impact of 
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boundary spanning individuals on supplier involvement in the collaborative relationship and Wuyts et al. 
(2004) show that the trustful relations depend on cognitive distance between interacting partners.  Also third-
party relations are found to influence trust, where existing social structures shape a person's reputation. 
Several researchers investigate the impact of interorganizational trust on different aspects of business process 
and organizational collaboration.  
Studies on interorganizational trust generally tend to stress its positive impact on relational quality, 
cooperative behaviour, reciprocity, learning, information sharing, and conflict resolution (Gulati and 
Nickerson, 2007; Seppänen et al, 2007).  
According to Gulati and Sytch (2007), there are numerous ways in which trust enhances actors’ levels of 
performance: 
 Trusting relationships serve as a counter to the problem of moral hazards, reducing the need for 
contractual safeguards, along with their associated costs.  
 In conditions of trust parties, become more open, show less defensive behaviour, and accept more 
influence from their partners.  
 Trust may help partners to enhance the transaction’s value through exploration of new coordination 
techniques, as well as product and process innovation.  
Several studies show that trust have positive impact on interorganizational performance (Muthusamy, White 
and Carr, 2007; Klein, Rai and Straub, 2007). This view is supported from both the TCE and Social Exchange 
theory perspectives.  
From relational point of view, trust is usually seen as a promoter of interorganizational collaboration. A higher 
level of trust stimulates a greater information exchange and a better goal clarification (Zand, 1972). Trust 
enhances several collaborative behaviours such as continuous interfirm communication (Muthusamy and 
White, 2005) information sharing, strategic-information flow (Klein, Rai and Straub, 2007; Walter, 2003), 
cooperative problem solving, collaborative new product development (Walter, 2003), meaningful and 
continued exchange of knowledge and mutual learning (De Jong and Woolthuis, 2008). Walter (2003) argues 
that trust reduces fears of exploitation and minimizes feelings of vulnerability.  
Several studies in the TCE paradigm stress that mutual trust leads to reduction of negotiation, coordination 
and monitoring cost (Zand, 1972; Zaheer et al., 1998). Researchers indicate also that mutual trust is an 
effective governance mechanism complementary to contacting. In addition, trust increases the scope of joint 
planning and joint interaction between partners (Gassenheimer, Hunter and Siguaw, 2007; Zaheer and 
Venkatraman, 1995). It enhances confidence in the relationship and may result in higher investments, joint 
activities, risk-sharing, and knowledge exchange (De Weerdt and Dercon, 2007). 
It should be mentioned that trust is a reciprocal concept (Seppänen et al., 2007), being potentially both a 
cause and an effect. Inter-relationships between trust and cooperation, trust and communication, and trust 
and performance have all been suggested to be reciprocal. In research on trust feedback loops may exist and 
if this is the case, ‘‘simple’’ causal models are logically inappropriate. 
2.4.4 Dimensions of Trust 
In this section interorganizational trust as a multidimensional concept is explored. The findings from the 
literature address the question 1.2.4 What are the dimensions of interorganizational trust?  
Although some differences in definition, role and number of referred dimensions, most of the reviewed 
publications agree upon categorising interorganizational trust as a multidimensional construct. Based on a 
comprehensive review of the empirical research on interorganizational trust, Seppänen et al. (2007) indicate 
that the following dimensions have been identified in the trust studies: credibility, benevolence, confidence, 
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reliability, integrity, honesty, institutionalization, habitualization, ability, dependability, responsibility, 
likeability, judgment, goodwill trust, contract trust, competence trust, fairness, reciprocity, togetherness, 
predictability, openness, and frankness. 
In some studies trust dimensions are presented on the endogenous versus exogenous nexus (Gulati and 
Nickerson, 2007). Endogenous trust emerges from the governance arrangements in which an exchange 
between two organizations is embedded (e.g. governance structure shaping the predictability of both 
partner’s behaviour). Exogenous interorganizational trust is seen as derived from past experience or from 
broader institutional context. For instance, past interactions generate exogenous trust by shaping 
expectations of subsequent behaviour. Endogenous trust arises in a particular interorganizational exchange 
while exogenous trust exists prior to it.  
Another broadly used distinction in trust dimensions is derived from the characteristics of the trustee. In this 
respect, trust is conceptualized in terms of perceived trustworthiness based on (a) ability (skills), (b) integrity, 
and (c) benevolence attitudes of the partners in the relationship (Mayer et al., 1995; Muthusamy, White and 
Carr, 2007). In this classification, skills are broadly defined as a possession of useful knowledge, experience, 
and capabilities. Integrity is based on the perception that the other party maintains a set of acceptable 
principles and values. Benevolence is the belief that the organization will not take advantage of the other 
party even when the opportunity is available.  
In the same line some researchers (Das and Teng, 2001) make a distinction between competence trust and 
goodwill as dimensions of trust. Goodwill trust (combining the features of benevolence and integrity) is 
defined as the expectation that an organization have a moral obligations and responsibility to demonstrate a 
special concern for other’s interests above their own. Competence trust (that corresponds to ability 
dimension) reflects the expectation on technical competences, skills and know-how. The authors argue also 
that goodwill trust is related to relational risk and competence trust to performance risk. Woolthuis, 
Hillebrand and Nooteboom (2005) also use a two dimension construct for trust, distinguishing competence 
trust and intentional trust. Competence trust refers to one’s competences in technical, organizational, 
cognitive and communicative fields. Intentional trust is the trust one has in the intentions of a partner 
towards the relationship, particularly in refraining from opportunism.  
Some researchers derive the trust dimensions from the understanding of how trust arises in the trusting 
organization. From this perspective, a distinction is made between calculative trust and non-calculative trust 
(Gulati and Sytch, 2007). The calculative dimension of trust represents the organization’s confidence in its 
partner’s reliability and predictability. This confidence is usually based on the calculation that costly sanctions 
for the breach of trust exceed the gains from opportunistic behaviour and that rewards for being trustworthy 
are more attractive than the gains from self-seeking behaviour. The non-calculative dimension of trust is 
related to understanding of the partner and its motives as well as the possible identification with him and the 
internalization of his interests. Similar to this view is the position of Rousseau et al. (1998). They distinguish 
between deterrence-based trust, and relational trust. Deterrence-based trust (it is close to calculative trust) 
represents the utilitarian considerations that enable one party to believe that another will be trustworthy, 
because the costly sanctions for breaking trust exceeds any potential benefits from opportunistic behaviour. 
Asset specificity effects in the form of switching costs are examples of deterrence-based trust. Relational trust 
(similar to non-calculative trust) derives from repeated interactions over time and is based on the information 
available to the trustor from previous and current transactions. Reliability and dependability in previous 
interactions with the trustor give rise to positive expectations about the trustee's intentions. Repeated cycles 
of exchange, risk taking, and successful cooperation strengthen the willingness of trusting parties to rely upon 
each other.  
N. Stoyanova, Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust  
  
OU BPMIT    19 
The literature review reveals that in most of the studies trust is seen as a multi-dimensional construct and that 
no single dimension can fully describe the phenomenon of trust as a whole. The approaches found in the 
literature for defining trust dimensions are not mutual exclusive but complementary. To develop a 
comprehensive understanding of interorganizational trust, the two perspectives toward trust dimensions – 
from the psychological state of the trustor and from the characteristics of the trustee - can be combined. In 
this study interorganizational trust is viewed as consisting of two main dimensions: competence trust and 
intentional trust (Woolthuis et al., 2005). Intentional trust can be further seen as having two aspects: 
calculative and non calculative. 
2.4.5 Interorganizational trust - conclusions 
For the purpose of this study interorganizational trust is defined as a dynamic psychological state comprising 
the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another 
(adapted from Rousseau et al., 1998; Vlaar et al., 2007). 
This definition stresses the following broadly accepted characteristics of interorganizational trust: 
 Trust is a psychological state and as such it is not equivalent to risk-taking behaviour. 
 Trust arises under condition of perceived risk. The condition of risk is related to two types of uncertainty - 
environmental uncertainty associated with performance risk and transactional uncertainty reflecting the 
risk of partner’s opportunism. 
 Trust requires interdependency, but this interdependency has a broader meaning than collaboration or 
partnership.  
 Trust is a dynamic phenomenon. Interorganizational trust can be created, enhanced and managed. 
Interorganizational trust is a reciprocal concept being potentially both a cause and an effect.  According to 
TCE, the risk in interorganizational transactions depends on asset specificity. Transaction specific investments 
increase the switching costs, decrease the risk of opportunistic behaviour and as a result decrease 
transactional uncertainty and promote trust.  
From the Social Exchange theory perspective trust is build through rewards and incentives that partners 
exchange in interactions. Information exchange, open communication, mutual understanding, and 
interorganizational learning lead to creating of positive expectations toward others party’s actions and 
promote trust. According to this theory antecedents of interorganizational trust are the competence, 
benevolence and integrity of the partners as perceived in past or current transactions, or as recognised by 
reputation. 
Interorganizational trust reduces the need for contractual safeguards toward opportunistic actions, along with 
their associated costs. In conditions of trust, parties become more open, show less defensive behaviour, and 
accept more influence from their partners. As result interorganizational trust have positive impact on (inter) 
organizational performance and enhance product and process innovation. 
Interorganizational trust is a multidimensional construct reflecting the mechanism through which a trusting 
expectation arise as well as the characteristics of the trustee that provoke vulnerability and trusting attitudes.  
For the purpose of this study, different perspectives for defining trust dimensions are combined in a multilevel 
construct. Interorganizational trust is viewed as consisting of two main dimensions: competence trust and 
intentional trust (following Woolthuis et al., 2005). Competence trust refers to one’s competences in 
technical, organizational, cognitive and communicative field. Intentional trust is the trust one has in the 
intentions of a partner towards the relationship, particularly in refraining from opportunism. Intentional trust 
can be further seen as having two components - calculative and non calculative. The calculative component 
represents the organization’s confidence in its partner’s reliability and predictability based on the calculation 
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that costly sanctions for the breach of trust exceed the gains from opportunistic behaviour and that rewards 
for being trustworthy are more attractive than the gains from self-seeking behaviour. The non-calculative 
component reflects the understanding of the partner’s motives, recognition of his interests, and commitment 
to its actions. 
2.5 Dynamics between Operational flexibility and Interorganizational trust – 
initial conceptual model 
This section is devoted to the last question of the theoretical study, namely: 1.3. What are the characteristics 
of dynamic relationships between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility?  In the following two 
subsections the attention is directed first to the impact of operational flexibility on interorganizational trust 
(question 1.3.1). Then the focus is shift to the projections of interorganizational trust on operational flexibility 
(question 1.3.2). In the last section the dynamics between these two phenomena is presented in an initial 
conceptual model (question 1.3.3). 
The dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility have not received sufficient 
attention of research community yet. In the literature review undertaken for the purpose of this study no 
previous research on this topic was found. Under these conditions, the dynamics between trust as element of 
relational realm and flexibility as a component of operational realm is derived from a broader context 
including both the antecedents and consequences of those phenomena, as revealed from the literature 
review. 
Common ground 
Two necessary preconditions underlie the dynamic relations between interorganizational trust and 
operational flexibility: uncertainty and interorganizational dependency:  
 uncertainty  
Both interorganizational trust and operational flexibility arise in conditions of risk and uncertainty and 
could be seen as different means directed toward the same goal – dealing with uncertainty of both the 
external and internal environment. 
 interorganizational dependency  
Trust matters only if operations of an organization are related to external parties (e.g. customers and 
suppliers). 
Nature of the relations  
There are no reasons to consider (elements of) interorganizational trust neither as a cause nor as an effect of 
operational flexibility. The same applies for operational flexibility in relation to interorganizational trust. 
Firstly, this implies that the dynamic relations between these two phenomena, where they exist, are not 
direct and causal, but mediated by other factors. Secondly, it means that the dynamics between 
interorganizational trust and operational flexibility takes the form of a mutual interaction.  
2.5.1 Impact of interorganizational trust on operational flexibility  
As shown in the previous sections, the flexibility of business operations is constrained by the requirements of 
process’ stakeholders. Therefore the impact of interorganizational trust on operational flexibility should be 
studied in the context of the requirements of the stakeholders toward a business process. In this context 
interorganizational trust is seen as a factor that shapes the requirements that process stakeholders set toward 
flexibility. 
N. Stoyanova, Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust  
  
OU BPMIT    21 
Under conditions of relational interdependency, partnering organizations are trying to manage relational 
uncertainty requiring transaction specific investments and setting contractual limits to partners’ opportunistic 
behaviour. The requirement for transaction specific assets can lead to dedicated particular resources (seen as 
people, processes and facilities) to a particular partner organization. Because of this a firm that establishes 
business relations with multiple partner organizations is forced to organize its business operations in a broad 
variety of process paths, in order to meet the specific requirements of each partner. In such a way under 
conditions of relational uncertainty and low level of intentional trust, business operations tend to gain 
flexibility through process variety. It should be expected that intentional trust have a reverse impact on 
operational variety. 
In contrast, under conditions of high level intentional trust, usually established on non- calculative basis, 
partner organizations are less likely to require transaction specific assets. Under these conditions it is more 
likely that organizations choose for designing a generic business process that is able to adapt to the changing 
needs of diverse business partners. That means that intentional trust can promote flexibility through 
adaptation. 
As shown in previous research, interorganizational trust reduces the need of contractual safeguards toward 
opportunistic actions. In conditions of trust organizations become more open, show less defensive behaviour, 
and demonstrate greater commitment to each other. In this way partners can shape a broader frame for 
flexible solutions of business process requirements. If trust is established, organizations tend also to be 
involved in long term relations that require more flexibility of business operations to deal with uncertain 
contingencies in the future. Therefore it should be expected that interorganizational trust as an integral 
construct, promotes flexibility in both forms – as variety and as adaptivity. 
2.5.2 Effect of operational flexibility on interorganizational trust 
Given a multi-organizational relationships, an organization can choose to arrange a dedicated processes for 
each client and hence to implement operational flexibility by variety. Another possible decision is to develop 
and implement a generic business processes that can adapt to diverse requirements of the partnering 
organizations. These decisions should have different impact on interorganizational trust. 
If an organization chooses for dedicating specific resources to each customer organization, it should lead to 
designing a variety of operations each serving the need of particular customer. In this situation flexibility is 
achieved through process variety. Because the investments in customer specific process are transaction 
specific investments, the flexibility reached through variety can have positive impact on the customers’ 
confidence regarding the reliability and predictability of the organization. It is based on the calculation that 
these transaction specific investments can prevent opportunistic behaviour. Thus, investments in operational 
variety are likely to have a positive impact on calculative aspect of intentional trust. 
If an organization directs its efforts toward designing a generic business process serving different partners, 
operational flexibility takes the form of process adaptivity. As already shown, investments in process 
adaptivity are transaction non-specific investments. Provided that calculative intentional trust requires assets 
specifity as safeguard to opportunistic behaviour, it should be expected that operational flexibility in the form 
of process adaptivity can have a reverse effect on intentional trust.  
Different studies have revealed that operational flexibility promotes performance. Therefore organizations 
that have proved to have sufficient skills, knowledge and experience to design and implement highly 
performing flexible operations should gain more competence trust in its relations. It should be further 
mentioned that investments in business process flexibility are aimed at reducing environmental uncertainty. 
An organization that manages to reduce partners’ perception of risk can gain competence trust by proving its 
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ability to conduct successful operations. This is seen as another reason for the expectation that operational 
adaptivity can promote competence trust. 
2.5.3 Dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility - initial 
conceptual model 
The ideas discussed in the previous two sections are included in an Initial explanatory conceptual model to 
represent the dynamics of interorganizational trust and operational flexibility (see Figure 4). 
This conceptual model reads as follows: 
Context  
The dynamic relations between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility are placed in a broader 
context that is characterized by uncertainty (both as unpredictability and volatility) and mutual 
interdependence. 
Interorganizational trust  
Interorganizational trust, as an element of relational realm, is defined as a dynamic psychological state 
comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or 
behaviour of other.  
Interorganizational trust is an integral construct consisting of two interacting dimensions: competence trust 
and intentional trust.  
 Competence trust refers to one’s competences in technical, organizational, cognitive and communication 
field.  
 Intentional trust is the trust one has in the intentions of a partner towards the relationship, particularly in 
refraining from opportunism. Intentional trust further has two components: 
o Calculative trust - the organization’s confidence in its partner’s reliability and predictability based on 
the calculation that costly sanctions for the breach of trust exceed the gains from opportunistic 
behaviour and that rewards for being trustworthy are more attractive than the gains from self-seeking 
behaviour.  
o Non-calculative - the organization’s confidence in its partner’s reliability and predictability based on 
the understanding of partner’s motives and internalization of his interests. 
Operational flexibility  
Operational flexibility is defined as capacity of the business process to yield to change without loss of identity. 
In this definition flexibility comprises two opposite aspects: stability and change. 
Operational flexibility has two dimensions: variety and adaptivity.  
 Variety represents the number of different actual and potential procedures in response to environmental 
volatility.  
 Adaptivity reflects the ability of a process to change in response to environmental unpredictability. 
Mediating relations  
The relations between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility are not direct or causal, but 
mediated by their mutual relations with other factors. Based on findings from the previous studies the 
following common antecedents and/or consequences are supposed to mediate trust – flexibility dynamics: 
 Organizational performance. 
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Operational flexibility is positively related with organizational performance. Partners’ satisfaction with the 
performance quality influence positively competence trust 
 Stakeholders’ requirements 
Flexibility of business operations is constrained by the requirements of process’ stakeholders and 
interorganizational trust is seen as a factor that shapes the requirements that process stakeholders set 
toward flexibility 
 
Figure 4 Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust – Initial conceptual model 
Propositions 
The dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility is described by the following 
propositions: 
P1. Interorganizational trust as an integral construct promotes flexibility in both forms – as variety and as 
adaptivity, by providing more freedom and support for designing business operations. 
P2. Intentional trust has a reverse impact on operational variety because under insufficient intentional trust 
an operational variety should be required. 
P3. Intentional trust has a positive impact on operational adaptivity as under condition of trust organizations 
have more freedom to make transaction non-specific investments. 
P4. Flexible business operations in general (both as adaptivity and variety) gain much competence trust 
because they reduce environmental uncertainty and enhance business performance. 
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P5. Operational variety has a positive impact on calculative aspect of intentional trust due to the investments 
in dedicated resources. 
P6. Operational adaptivity has a reverse effect on calculative aspect of intentional trust because it reduces the 
switching cost and can be experienced as self-seeking behaviour. 
It should be mentioned that some of these propositions are dynamic and seem to be contradicting at first 
glance. For instance, it should be expected that interorganizational relations that are characterized with 
condition of insufficient intentional trust will require flexibility thought variety. On the other hand, 
operational variety when implemented enhances the intentional trust. This in turn can reduce the required 
investment in transaction specific resources and can lead to orientation toward flexibility through adaptivity. 
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3 Research Methodology  
This chapter describes the research strategy of the study and presents the case organization, the sources of 
evidence, and the methods of research and data analysis. The last section of this chapter discusses the 
methodological quality of the study. 
3.1 Objectives of the empirical study 
The objectives of the empirical study are twofold.  
Firstly, the empirical study investigates whether the dynamics between interorganizational trust and 
operational flexibility, in a case of a particular organization, can be explained using the initial conceptual 
model.  
Secondly, the study explores the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility in the 
natural context of interacting organizations in order to identify and understand the relations between these 
phenomena and to reveal the underlying patterns in these relations. The findings are further used for 
adjusting and enriching the initial conceptual model.  
3.2 Operationalization of the main research question of the empirical study  
The main research question of the empirical study is:  
2. How do operational flexibility and interorganizational trust interact in the practice of a case organization? 
It is operationalized through the following sub-questions: 
2.1. How does operational flexibility influence interorganizational trust? 
2.1.1. Has the case organization designed (considered to design) flexible business operations and why?  
If yes: 
2.1.2. Which dimensions of operational flexibility (variety and/or adaptivity) are considered as 
particularly important for the business process? 
2.1.3. How do flexibility dimension(s) influence trust relations with partner organizations? 
2.1.3.a. How does the chosen flexibility dimension(s) influence the calculative and the non-calculative 
aspects of intentional trust? 
2.1.3.b. How does the chosen flexibility dimension(s) influence the competence trust? 
2.2. How does interorganizational trust influence operational flexibility? 
2.2.1. What does characterise the trust relations of the case organization with its partners? 
2.2.2. How does the perceived intentional (calculative and non-calculative) trust of the partner 
organizations affect the choice to adopt flexible business operations? 
2.2.3. How does the perceived competence trust of the partner organizations influence the choice to 
adopt flexible business operations? 
2.3. Which aspects of the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility in the case 
organization can be explained by the initial conceptual model? 
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2.4. How should the conceptual model of dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational 
flexibility be adjusted, refined and extended in order to capture the patterns of those relations as 
revealed from the practice of the case organization? 
3.3 Research strategy 
To get a better understanding of the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility an 
exploratory approach is applied in this study. Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2007) define an exploratory study 
as “research that aims to seek new insights into phenomena, to ask questions, and to assess the phenomena 
in a new light” (p.598). It is believed that inductive, exploratory methods allow for an in-depth understanding 
of social processes that otherwise may go unnoticed if a rigid, linear methodology is followed (Stebbins, 
2001). 
Toward the research objectives a case study approach is chosen because case study allows the researcher to 
explore examples and experiences within their context and to get insights into complex processes. Further, 
case study is an appropriate research strategy as in this study contemporary phenomena are addressed over 
which the researcher has no control (Yin, 2002).  
In this study an embedded single case study strategy was adopted. Data were collected from different 
subunits of a single organization.  
3.4 Case organization 
The selection of the case organizations was based on two criteria: 
 Illumination power. The case organization should be one that most likely illuminates the research questions 
(Yin, 2002). Given the initial conceptual model, the case organization should operate in conditions of 
environmental uncertainty and interorganizational interdependency.  
 Accessibility. The case organization should provide sufficient access to information resources - 
documentation and key informants.  
Under these two criteria GBC1 was chosen as the case organization of this study.  
3.4.1 GBC – a renewing organization in a turbulent environment 
GBC is a member of a corporation operating in the life insurance market. Several factors shape the notion of 
uncertainty in this case.  
The life insurance sector experiences currently an unknown dynamism due to regulation changes, the financial 
crisis and increased competition. The organization experiences internal dynamism and uncertainty as well due 
to a recent merge with another firm in the same sector and the integration processes undertaken as a result 
of this merge. 
GBC provides data and payment collection services for several pension funds and life insurance agencies. The 
organization is in a strong interdependence with the pension funds but it also serves the employers involved 
and the individual policy holders.   
GBC is a relatively new organization in the corporate group, integrating two corresponding business units of 
the merged organizations. After the formal integration, GBC operates on two geographical locations. The 
internal structure of the organization consists of location dedicated units as well as integrated units operating 
over the two locations. The organizational structure of GBC is presented in Figure 5. 
                                                 
1
 GBC is existing organisation but the name of the organization is fictional 
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As a result of the integration process GBC is redesigning its business operations toward establishing an 
integrated and generic business process capable to fulfil the dynamic requirements of its multiple clients. The 
new integrated operations and organizational structure are designed and set up in a form of a business 
redesign project named “GBC Renewal Project”2. 
 
Figure 5. GBC organizational structure. (The embedded units involved are highlighted. The two different colours represent the two 
geographical locations) 
3.4.2 Unit of analysis 
Since the main focus of the study is on the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational 
flexibility, the unit of analysis was defined on organizational level - the integrated GBC with: 
 its operations as designed in “GBC Renewal Project”, and 
 its relations with the chain partners as represented by different external stakeholders – pension funds, 
employers involved and individual members. 
This study has adopted a combination of an intra-firm and inter-firm perspective, which means that the study 
was focused on the relations and operations within the organization and within the interaction with the chain 
partners.  
In order to capture different perspectives on the topic and to provide opportunities for an extensive analysis 
an embedded design was used. The embedded structures included in the case are highlighted in Figure 5. 
3.5 Sources of evidence 
A major strength of case study research is the opportunity to use many different sources of evidence. 
According to Yin (2002), any finding or conclusion in a case study is likely to be much more convincing and 
accurate if it is based on several different sources of evidence following a corroboratory mode. 
                                                 
2
 The name of the project is fictional 
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In case study research many different sources of evidence can be used: documentation, archival records, 
interviews (key informants), direct observations, participant-observation, and physical artefacts (Yin, 2002). As 
the case organization provides financial and information services, physical artefacts are not available as a 
source of evidence. Direct and participant-observation could not provide valuable qualitative data in this 
study because interorganizational trust and operational flexibility are not directly observable phenomena. 
Archival records are not applicable in this case because GBC as an integrated business unit was established 
about two years ago. The redesign of business operations is an ongoing activity. 
Therefore in this study a combination of two sources of evidence was used: documents and interviews (key 
informants).  
3.5.1 Justification of the use of documentation as a sources of evidence  
Documents are seen as a very rich source of information that could be used to increase knowledge and 
understanding about a phenomenon under investigation (Patton, 2002).  
Several documents describing business operations were found in the case organization. As the unit of analysis 
is an organization, only approved organizational records were used as sources of evidence. A preliminary 
screening of the available documentations identifies 64 documents containing information relevant for the 
topic. A list of these documents is presented in Appendix 1. All documents are written in the period 2009 – 
2010 and are in Dutch – the working language of the case organization. 
The purpose of using documentation in this study is twofold.  
Firstly, documents were used as basic source of information about organizational operations and in particular 
about the flexibility embedded in the business process design targeting question 2.1  
Secondly, documents served as a source for generating questions that were further pursued through 
interviewing of key informants. With respect to interorganizational trust, documentation was only used as a 
source of defining questions to key respondents as it was expected that trust as a psychological phenomenon 
is not directly represented in documents. 
3.5.2 Justification of the use of respondents as a source of evidence  
In this study respondents were considered as a primary source of evidence as they were able to provide broad 
and detailed first-hand information about business operations, their actual or potential flexibility dimensions 
as well as the organizational motives underlying the choice for establishing flexible business processes and the 
influence of operational flexibility on interorganizational trust aimed at answering question 2.1.  
Further, organizational actors are the key source of evidence on question 2.2 addressing trust relations 
between GBC and its business partners and the effect of the trust dimensions on the flexibility choices. 
In addition, the respondents were able provide explanation (confirmation or adjustment) of the information 
derived from documentation and could express their vision in respect to the (in)consistency between their 
experience and opinion, from the one hand, and the descriptions in the documentation, from the other.  
It order to getter information from diverse perspectives in this study 10 respondents (5 male and 5 female) 
from different organizational units, organizational levels, functional areas, and geographical locations were 
involved. All of them have more than 5 years of work experience in the case organization. Each embedded 
unit was represented by respondents on strategic as well as on operational level3 (see Appendix 2). 
                                                 
3
 Business Policy and Development unit operates only on strategic level 
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3.5.3 Ethical issues 
Several ethical issues regarding the data collection were anticipated and dealt with in this study. 
In respect to the case organization:  
 Confidentiality of information about the case organization.  
 Confidentiality of information regarding partner organizations.  
In respect to the persons involved in the study: 
 The participants in the study were recruited on voluntary basis only. No incentives were offered. 
 The participants’ anonymity was guaranteed and maintained. 
 Informed consent. The participants in the study were informed prior to their involvement about the topic, 
the aim and the nature of the study as well as about the required involvement, their rights and privacy 
protection. This information was sent to all informants in a unified format as a “Participants information 
letter” to ensure that all participants are involved in the study on an equal basis. The agreement of the 
respondent to participate in the study was documented with a signed letter of informed consent (see 
Appendix 3). 
3.6 Research methods 
Two research methods were applied in this study to collect information from documentation and key 
informants – desk research and individual interview respectively.  
3.6.1 Desk research 
The process of preparation of the documentation for analysis consisted of sampling and unitizing of 
documents. In order to select adequate documents for analysis all available documents were first briefly 
screened. Documents that appear to contain information related to the topic under investigation were 
reviewed in order to identify relevant document units. The selected document units were extracted together 
with the information about the document context in an Evidence analysis protocol (see Appendix 4). 
As the information derived from documents needed to be interpreted in its context it was considered 
important to involve people who are familiar with the organizational business and the organizational internal 
and external environment. In attempt to avoid also the researcher’s biases and misinterpretation, an 
independent expert (a business analyst from the case organization) was asked to validate the topics 
illuminated from the documentation and to check the interpretation of the researcher. 
3.6.2 Semi-structured interview 
Information from the key respondents was collected through semi-structured interviews. The main advantage 
of interview method is that questions and answers can be clarified during the interview and additional 
questions can be asked following the natural flow of the conversation.  
A disadvantage of interview method is that the interviewee can be influenced by the researcher. In order to 
minimize the effect of this disadvantage, the interviews were audio recorded and fully transcribed. Every 
interviewee then had the opportunity to review the transcript and to correct and clarify his/her answers. 
The interviews were carried out using a general interview guide approach (Patton, 2002). The set of issues 
that needed to be explored with each respondent were outlined before the interview session in an interview 
guide (see Appendix 5). The interview guide served as a checklist during the interview to make sure that all 
relevant topics are covered. In this way the interviewer had the freedom to build the conversation within a 
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particular subject area, but with a focus on particular subjects that are predefined.  Additional “why“ and 
“how“ questions (probes) were asked to get a better view on the perceptions and positions of the 
respondents. 
The Interview guide was used to ensure a repeatable and common discussion base across the interviewees, 
but all participants also were encouraged to talk about the issues that were important to them, which allowed 
new issues to emerge. 
All interviews were conducted individually, face-to-face, and in the native language of the interviewee (Dutch) 
to maximize his/her ability to express thoughts, feelings and opinions. The length of the interviews varied 
between 37 min and 1 h 24 min.  
3.7 Data analysis methods and procedure 
The data analysis was carried out over two stages, each involving a specific data analysis method. In Stage 1 
emerging topics and ideas were derived from the documents and the interview transcripts using Grounded 
Theory method. In order to map these topics in a broad context and to understand the relations between 
them Concept mapping method was applied in Stage 2 of the analysis. 
3.7.1 Stage 1 - Grounded Theory analysis 
Grounded Theory is a method that allows the theory to emerge from the data (Corbin and Strauss, 1990). 
Given the explanatory nature of this research, Grounded Theory was chosen as a suitable method for 
document and interview transcripts’ analysis. For this study Grounded Theory is considered more suitable 
than the other alternatives for text analysis methods, such as Content- and Discourse Analysis, because this 
approach gives more flexibility in analyzing the data (Russell Bernard, 2002).  
Grounded theory method was applied as follows: 
First the information from the documentation and interview transcripts was fractured, conceptualized and 
integrated into text units (Corbin & Strauss, 1990). Then descriptive (“in-vivo”) codes were assigned to the 
selected text units. These in-vivo codes were then grouped under more abstract categories (axial codes) that 
emerged from shared characteristics and meanings.  For each category statements representing the category 
content were extracted. The statements were then reviewed in order to filter obvious duplicates. Statements, 
representing more than one specific idea were taken apart. These statements (“emerging issues”) formed the 
input for the second stage of analysis using Concept mapping method. 
3.7.2 Stage 2 - Concept mapping analysis 
Concept mapping is recognised as a data analysis technique that is well suited to the type of text generated by 
open-ended questions as well as to the exploratory nature of these types of questions (Jackson and Trochim, 
2002). It blends the strengths of the conventional text analysis techniques and couples them with the use of 
advanced multivariate statistical methods (Trochim, 1989).  
Concept mapping method uses information from individuals to identify group shared vision and to represent 
group ideas pictorially.  
Concept mapping is similar to code-based approaches because it allows human judgment to cluster these 
similarities thematically, but it is different in that it uses statistical analysis based on respondent judgments 
(rather than being researcher-driven) as a basis for those decisions.  
The main advantage of Concept mapping is its participatory nature because it involves respondents in the 
analysis. This method uses original intact respondent statements as units of analysis, and enables data 
structure to emerge through use of multidimensional scaling and cluster analysis of the aggregated individual 
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coding data. Because it is based on the coding schemes of the original respondents, it avoids some of the 
problems associated with researcher-generated coding schemes. The results are visually represented in a map 
of thematic clusters. Concept mapping method was applied using the Concept System Software®.  
Concept mapping procedure 
Sorting 
In order to get structure in the collected data each key respondent was asked to sort the “emerging issues” as 
derived by the Grounded theory analysis, into piles of similar concepts and statements and to give each pile a 
name that (s)he thought most accurately represented the statements in the pile.  
Rating 
In order to determine the relative impact of the issues discovered in the case organization, each respondent 
was asked also to rate all statements on their importance for the dynamics between interorganizational trust 
and operational flexibility with regard to GBC Renewal Project. For this rating a 5-point Likert-scale was used 
with value 1 meaning that the issue is not important and value 5 indicating that the item is highly important.  
The Expert concept mapping instruction is provided in Appendix 6.  
Nine experts participated in concept mapping stage of the analysis - 7 interview respondents and 2 proxy 
experts.  All nine experts have provided sorting data and eight of them – rating data.   
Concept mapping statistical analysis  
Concept mapping analysis involves the following statistical methods: 
 Multidimensional scaling of unstructured sort data (MDS) 
 Hierarchical cluster analysis (HCA), and  
 Computation of average ratings for each statement and cluster of statements.  
1. Multidimensional scaling  
As the results of the sorting activity are judgmental and qualitative the data provided were first converted in 
order to use these data in the quantitative multivariate analyses. For each respondent an SN × N (where N is 
the total number of statements) binary symmetric matrix of similarities was created. For any two statements i 
and j, 1 was entered in matrix cell if the two statements are placed in the same pile by the respondent, 
otherwise 0 was put in the cell. After that a total TN×N similarity matrix was built by summing across the 
individual SN×N matrices. In this total similarity matrix any cell can take integer values between 0 and the 
total number of participants in the sorting.  
The total similarity matrix was used as a raw structure data for the multidimensional scaling analysis 
generating a two-dimensional XN×2 configuration (point map) of the set of the statements where each point 
represents one of the statements. The point map is based on the criteria that statements piled together more 
often are in closer proximity than those grouped together less often.  
2. Hierarchical cluster analysis  
In order to group the statements on the map into clusters a hierarchical cluster analysis was applied.  HCA 
distinguishes areas on the map (clusters), which are contiguous but not overlapping with each other. As HCA 
procedure gives as many possible clusters as there are statements, deciding on number of clusters is essential 
for cluster analysis. The optimal number of clusters in this study was identified through minimizing the cluster-
size difference of the largest and the smallest cluster and maximizing the size of the smallest cluster. As 
additional criterion, the bridging/anchoring value of the statement (ranges from 0 to 1) in a particular cluster 
was used.   
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It is a task of the researcher to decide on the number of clusters in the final solution. This process always 
involves judgment and interpretation. It is important to state here that the researcher decides on the number 
of clusters but not on the grouping of the statements in to the clusters.   
In addition, each cluster was labelled. The decision on cluster labels was based on the labels provided by the 
respondents and on the statements with the lowest bridging values in a cluster. 
In order to minimise the possible researcher’s treats the results of HCA were validated by two independent 
reviewers (business analysts in GBC). 
Bridging value  
The bridging value of the statements and the clusters provided by HCA is a very important result for this 
study. A low bridging/anchoring value indicates that more respondents have grouped the statement together 
with others in its vicinity. Statements with relatively low bridging value (“anchors”) are generally indicators of 
the meaning of their part of the map.  
Bridging values serve as an indicator of the statement’s or cluster’s relationship or similarity to the other 
statements on the map. A relative high bridging value indicates that the statement/cluster is a tie that binds 
or bridges other statements and/or clusters together. Statements and clusters with high bridging value are of 
particular importance for this study as they indicate the topics that mediate the relations between flexibility 
and trust. 
3. Importance rating  
The rating of the statements provided by the respondents was used to compute the mean importance score 
of each statement and the mean score of the clusters.  
A detailed description of Concept mapping statistical analysis procedure is provided in Appendix 7. 
3.8 Technical research design scheme 
The relations between research questions, sources on evidence and research and analysis methods as 
described in the previous sections are schematically presented in Figure 6. 
It should be noted that the research process was carried out in an iterative manner (not reflected in the 
scheme involving feedback and modification of the constructs and relations derived from the literature at 
many stages.  
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Figure 6. Technical research design scheme 
3.9 Methodological quality  
3.9.1 Justification of research and analysis’ methods toward possible treats 
According to Yin (2002), the quality of any research design can be judged toward four tests: construct validity, 
internal validity, external validity and reliability.  Construct validity refers to establishing correct operational 
measures for the concepts being studied. External validity is about whether a study's findings can be 
generalized beyond the immediate case study. This concern especially applies to single case research design. 
Reliability makes sure that if other researchers follow exactly the same procedures of the case study they will 
achieve the same findings and conclusions.  
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Yin (2002) proposes also a number of case study tactics for dealing with each of these tests. In this study 
several tactics were included in order to increase the validity and reliability of the results. In Table 1 these 
tactics are presented in relation to different quality tests.  
Table 1. Case study tactics applied in the study 
Tests 
(Yin, 2002) 
 
Case study tactic  
(Yin, 2002) 
Tactics applied in the current study 
Construct validity 
 
Use multiple sources 
of evidence 
 
 Documentation as well key respondents as source of evidence 
 Multiple and different documents 
 Multiple respondents from different subunits, functional area, 
organizational level and geographical location 
Establish chain of 
evidence 
 Detailed narratives in the Evidence analysis protocol with a reference to 
interview transcripts and documentation 
Have key informants 
review case study 
drafts 
 Findings from documentation reviewed by an independent informant (a 
business analyst from GBC) 
 Findings from documentation verified in the interviews. Key informants 
review and validate interview transcripts.  
 Key informants involved in both data collection and analysis (Concept 
mapping method) 
Internal validity 
(for explanatory or 
causal studies only) 
Do pattern-matching Not applicable.  
The study is exploratory Do explanation building 
Do time series analysis 
External validity 
Use replication logic 
in multiple-case studies 
Not applied. Singe case study design 
Increasing degrees 
of freedom 
Multiple embedded units in the case 
Use existing theory Analytical generalizations using existing theory 
Reliability 
Use case study protocol Evidence protocol for documentation and interview transcripts 
Develop case study data 
base 
Case study database containing: 
 copy of case study documents  
 interview transcripts 
 Concept mapping method row data 
 Researcher’s notes and case narratives 
3.9.2 Triangulation 
The opportunity to use many different sources of evidence and different research methods and techniques is 
one of the main strengths of case study approach. Any finding or conclusion in a case study is likely to be more 
convincing and accurate if it is based on several different sources of information, following a corroboratory 
mode (Yin, 2002). This combination of different theories, methods, participants, and empirical materials, 
referred as triangulation, has often been considered to be the most effective way of ensuring validity.  
Denzin (2010) identifies four basic types of triangulation: data, investigator, theory, and methodology. In this 
study the following types of triangulation were applied in order to increase validity. 
 Data triangulation: 
o Different sources of evidence – documentation and key respondents 
o Multiple types of documentation – process descriptions, business plans, presentations, etc. 
o Multiple respondents from different organizational units, organizational levels, functional areas, and 
geographical locations  
 Investigator triangulation: 
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o Participants as investigators in the study: involving respondents in data analysis (concept mapping 
method), findings from documentation reviewed by independent informant, interview transcripts 
verified by the interviewees 
 Theory triangulation 
o Use of multiple theoretical perspectives to examine and interpret data – the initial conceptual model is 
grounded in different theories derived from different subject areas. 
 Methodological triangulation 
o Two data collection methods – desk research and semi-structured interview 
o Two data analysis methods – Grounded theory and Concept mapping 
o Combination of qualitative (conventional text analysis) and quantitative (multivariate statistics and 
hierarchical cluster analysis) techniques in Concept mapping method.   
Triangulation applied in the research design of this study increases validity and correctness of the findings. 
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4 Case study results 
In the previous chapter the method of data collection and analysis as well as issues of validity and reliability 
were discussed. In this chapter the results derived from these methods are presented in order to answer the 
main question of the empirical study: 2 How do operational flexibility and interorganizational trust interact in 
the practice of a case organization?  
In the first section data describing the characteristics of the case organization as extracted from the 
documents and key respondents are given. In the second section these data are analysed in order to bring 
some structure in the findings and to provide insights into the trust – flexibility dynamics.  
4.1 GBC – a case of environmental uncertainty, adaptive genetic operations, 
collaboration and trust   
This section shows the findings derived from documentation and key respondents. The description of the case 
is structured around the research questions focusing firstly on the operational flexibility and its impact on 
interorganizational trust and then on the interorganizational trust and its influence on the operational 
flexibility.  
4.1.1 Findings on the impact of operational flexibility on interorganizational trust 
This section presents the findings related to operational flexibility, as applied to the case organization, and its 
impact on the trust relations between GBC and its organizational partners. These findings are collected in 
regard to the first question of the empirical study: 2.1 How does operational flexibility influence 
interorganizational trust?  
4.1.1.1 Operational flexibility – main priority of GBC 
This subsection addresses the findings related to question: 2.1.1 Has the case organization designed 
(considered to design) flexible business operations and why? 
The SWOT analysis embedded in the GBC Business plan 2010 indicates that the inflexibility of the business 
process is one of the main weaknesses of GBC. In the Business plan 2011 business process flexibility is stated 
as a key priority of GBC.  
In GBC Renewal Project eight criteria for selecting a development scenario are defined. Two of these criteria 
are related to the operational flexibility: 
 Flexibility toward different customers, defined as “capability to respond to customer specific requirements 
within limited time and efforts”.  
 New customers’ integration, defined as “minimizing the efforts and time needed to customize business 
operations in response to new organizational customers”.   
The intention to establish a “viable, efficient, flexible and future-proof” process is stated also in the Project 
Start Architecture (PSA) of GBC Renewal Project. The view that flexibility of business operation is a hot topic 
for the organization was confirmed also by all interviewees. 
Drivers behind flexibility  
Several drivers behind flexibility, both external and internal, were mentioned in the interviews: 
1. Environmental dynamism and uncertainty  
The interviewees had fully agreed upon that the environmental dynamism and uncertainty are the main 
drivers behind flexibilization of business operation.  
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Elements of environmental volatility as well as environmental unpredictability were mentioned in the 
interviews: 
 Market turbulence.  
Several interviewees noted that the life insurance market is very dynamic and unpredictable.  “We have 
received some indications from the nearest environment that the market is changing, stated one of strategic 
managers. But we are not able, and actually nobody nowadays is, to predict the exact direction of these 
changes as well as the impact of these changes on our business. “4 
 Rapid product innovation 
Many respondents pointed that the number and variation of new life insurance products offered on the 
market increase rapidity.  In this situation GBC face unknown demand toward executing new retirement 
regulations. 
 Changing requirements of the customers and organizational partners  
The reviewed documentation shows an increasing number of Requests of change from the organizational 
partners. The respondents confirmed this finding. They mentioned also that it is not possible to anticipate to 
these changes in advance. 
2. Multi customer strategy of the supply chain aimed at extending the market share 
The supply chain where GBC is a part of, has stated the strategic ambition to extend its market share by 
attracting new organizational clients. The target of the consortium is to offer its services to all pension funds 
in The Netherlands and to expand its market internationally in Europe. 
GBC has accommodated this strategic ambition in the form of offering customised services to different clients 
on a reasonable market prise trying to achieve economies of scale. According to the respondents this 
ambition requires flexible operations capable to adjust rapidly and with less effort to the new customers’ 
requests. 
4.1.1.2 Adaptivity complements genericity 
In this subsection findings are presented with regard to question: 2.1.2 Which dimensions of operational 
flexibility (variety and/or adaptivity) are considered as particularly important for the business process? 
The review of process documentation revealed an obvious predomination of adaptivity dimension. The main 
process stream is designed as a generic one and lean “straight through” process without any variations. On a 
second level of details, the process involves the possibilities to add additional steps and procedures if 
required. The uniformity and standardisation of the main operational stream is mentioned in PSA as an 
explicit design choice. 
The following concrete flexibility solutions were found in the process documentation:  
 “Mass customization approach”, described as a combination of standard generic process with the 
possibility to expand and adapt the operations with “add on” services.  
 Use of business rules for controlling and directing the process stream.  
 Parameterization of the activities.  
 Use of workflow and process monitor systems to adapt the volume and the speed of the operational flow 
as well as to switch between automatic and manual operations.  
                                                 
4
 The interviews were conducted in Dutch. English translation is of the author. 
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To find out which dimensions of flexibility GBC consider as most appropriate and important, the interviewees 
were asked to describe the main characteristics of a business process that could be defined as flexible. It is 
notable that no one of the interviewee could define without doubts these features. Instead, most of the 
interviewees described their view of a flexible business in terms of the results that should be achieved. These 
results are very close to the drivers behind flexibility as described in the previous section. The most frequently 
mentioned results required are: 
 quick time to market 
 ability to respond to dynamic requests of partners and customers 
 ability to respond to changes in the external environment with limited costs/investments 
 ability to adapt without (or with limited) investments in process redesign and technological renewing. 
Asked explicitly which dimensions of operational flexibility (variety and/or adaptivity5) are considered as 
particularly important for the GBC Renewal Project all interviewees pointed out adaptivity as the preferred 
and most of the interviewees - as the only possible choice.  
The explanations for this choice provided by the interviewees were: 
 cost efficiency – variety is seen as a more expensive option because it requires to master a several process 
streams 
 manageability – variety is considered more risky because it requires to manage several options 
simultaneously  
 environmental unpredictability – as it is not possible to predict the feature of the life insurance market GBC 
has to establish a process that can adapt to the changes whatever they are  
 need to establish a generic and standardized process flow - the generic process as designed in GBC aims at 
its strategic orientation toward operational excellence. Adaptivity is embedded in this generic process to 
make also customer intimacy possible, and to satisfy the specific requirements of our customers. 
4.1.1.3 Impact of flexibility on trust relations - the results are what matter 
The impact of the flexibility dimensions on interorganizational trust as identified in the GBC case is explored in 
this subsection with regard to question: 2.1.3 How do flexibility dimension(s) influence trust relations with 
partner organizations? 
When asked whether the flexibilization of business process had changed/ will change the relations with 
partner organizations, the most of interviewees answered that the partners do not directly notice how the 
internal operations are organised. Operational flexibility influences the partner relations not directly but 
through the results achieved due to flexibility. The following performance features, that are directly 
influenced by operational flexibility and that are important for the partners’ relations, were mentioned in the 
interviews: 
 short time to market,  
 prompt response to requests for change 
 relative low costs level by launching new products or by involving new organizational clients 
 mitigation of the environmental risks  
 relatively low exploitation costs. 
One of the strategic managers pointed out the influence of flexibility on the competence trust and the role of 
competence trust on partnership relations: “When our partners see how fast and cheap our services are they 
are ready to outsource more activities to us.… But if ever a partner has been disappointed with our services 
there is something wrong now in the trust relationships.”  
                                                 
5
 The two concepts were defined and illustrated with examples. 
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As stated in GBC Business plan 2010, the current operations in location A are hardly inflexible while in location 
B some degree of operational flexibility is already achieved. It should be noted that the interviewees from 
location B, reflecting predominantly their current experience, emphasized mostly on the positive impact of 
flexibility on trust relations.  The interviewees from location A, expressing only their expectations, stressed 
also the risks related to flexibilization of the business process.  
The following flexibility related features were pointed out as possible barriers for the partnership: 
 Complexity: flexibilization of operations is seen as a challenge for the organization. This increases the risk 
of failure.  
 Unpredictability: as the future changes can not be predicted it is difficult and often impossible to state with 
certainty whether a process is flexible enough. Measures of extent of flexibility are difficult to define.  
 Uncertain return on investment. While designing a flexible process requires more time and money than 
usual and can increase the risks related to meeting deadlines and quality standards the profit of 
flexibilization is uncertain and occurs in the future.  
 Unreasonable high expectations toward the results that can be achieved through flexibility 
When asked about the relationship between flexibility and intentional trust, all respondents replied that it is 
clear for the partners and customers that operational flexibility addresses their needs and that there is no 
doubts about the positive intentions of GBC. 
4.1.2 Findings on how interorganizational trust influences operational flexibility 
This section contains the findings related to the second question of the empirical study: 2.2 How does 
interorganizational trust influence operational flexibility? First a brief description of the interorganizational 
relations as captured in the case study is given (section 4.1.2.1). Then information is presented with regard to 
the concrete sub-questions focusing on the impact of intentional trust on operational flexibility (section 
4.1.2.2) and the impact of competence trust on operational flexibility (section 4.1.2.3). 
4.1.2.1 Trust relations of the case organization – “with the partners for the partners” 
In this subsection findings are presented with regard to question: 2.2.1 What does characterise the trust 
relations of the case organization with its partners? 
One of the first tasks of the GBC management when undertaking GBC Renewal Project was to get the 
commitment of its organizational partners. Before starting the project and even before elaborating the 
Business case, GBC presented a White paper to its organizational partners describing the strategic intentions 
and the targets of the renewing. These strategic intentions were broadly discussed and after that adjusted in 
order to accumulate the input and the requirements from the partners. A green light was given to the project 
only after full support from all partners was received. 
“It was very important to get the commitment of our partners, stated one of the strategic managers, because 
this project gets its meaning only within the goals of the entire value chain. We are a shared business centre. 
We provide services to our partners and customers. Everything we do, we do for the partners and with the 
partners”. 
The participation of the partner organizations is considered as a vital part of GBC Renewal Project. 
Representatives of all partner organizations participate in the Project Board and all important decisions are 
discussed with all partners. 
Several interviewees mentioned that the interorganizational relations had a very successful development in 
the last years. While before GBC Renewal Project (about two years ago) each organization in the alliance 
operated on its own and needed to align its operations with the other parties separately, currently  regular 
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meetings are scheduled to coordinate the operations through the entire chain and to improve the joint 
results.  
Through their involvement in GBC Renewal Project, partner organizations could monitor the developments by 
GBC. This is seen as a sign of commitment rather than as a sign of control. “Trust and control goes together, 
emphasized one of the interviewee. Because of this control we can make better decision and we can improve 
our operations.” 
Several interviewees mentioned that gaining the partners’ trust had required lots of time and efforts, but all 
interviewees expressed their satisfaction with the current status of the relations, pointing out that GBC 
Renewal Project had gained partners’ support and commitment.  
Although the current state of the relations were predominantly seen as a great step forward, it should be 
noted that trust relations of GBC are not fully reciprocal. GBC is more transparent in its actions than its 
partners. This is seen by the respondents as a reflection of the previous status when GBC was a subordinate 
organization fully dependent on its powerful partners. In this context gaining a position as a valuable part of 
the value chain is seen as a great success for the GBC. 
To understand better the foundations of the trust relations as established during the last few years, the 
interviewees were asked additional prompting questions. The answers identify some main drivers of the trust 
relations.  
1. Common goals 
The alliance is led by a common interest, which serves as a stimulus for the partners to be open to each other. 
It should be noted in this context that in the reviewed strategic documents no internal objectives of GBC were 
found. All strategic goals of GBC are defined in terms of contribution to the common goals of the alliance.  
2. Transparent communication  
Many of the interviewees emphasized that transparency in communication is crucial for building and 
maintaining partners’ trust. This applies especially about the problems GBC faces. “If we communicate 
transparently and show the efforts we make to resolve the problems, the partners are ready to accept that 
sometimes things can go wrong”. 
3. Collaboration  
GBC Renewal project gets its justification by the results it can deliver in collaboration with the partnering 
organizations for the entire value chain. Participation of the partners in the project is seen as a crucial for 
establishing trust and commitment of the partners toward the project. 
4. Critical role of the key individuals and interpersonal relations 
Many of the interviewees mentioned that the changes in the relations with the partners are achieved due to 
the new management staff of GBC. 
5. Positive results  
Asked explicitly how the competences of GBC influence the trust relations between GBC and its partners, the 
following aspects that influence the trust were mentioned: 
o GBC had achieved good results in the previous years and it manages to meets its service level agreements.  
o GBC shows and clearly explains what the organization does, how it serves its customers and makes no 
promises that can not be met. 
o Prospective customers are interested in the educational level and the work experience of the GBC staff. 
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It is notable that the first four drivers mentioned by the respondents are components of the intentional, non 
calculative dimension of the trust. The fifth driver reflects the competence trust. No aspects of the calculative 
intentional trust were mentioned by the interviewees. 
Requirements of the partners toward operational flexibility 
In the reviewed documentation no explicit partners’ requirements toward operational flexibility were found. 
This finding was confirmed also by the key respondents. Although the partner organizations are deeply 
involved in the GBC Renewal Project it was noticed by the interviewees that no specific requirements are 
stated with respect to the way operations are organized, whether they are flexible or not and which 
dimension of flexibility is applied. Instead the partner requirements address the outcomes of GBC operations 
in terms of quality, time and price. 
4.1.2.2 Projection of intentional (calculative and not calculative) trust on operational flexibility 
In this section findings with regard to the influence of intentional dimension of the trust on operational 
flexibility are presented addressing research question 2.2.2 How does the perceived intentional (calculative 
and non-calculative) trust of the partner organizations affect the choice to adopt flexible business operations? 
Calculative trust 
In regard to the calculative aspect of intention trust the following features are considered as important in GBC 
case: 
 No request for dedicated resources. 
Asked explicitly whether partner organizations require dedicated resources, all interviewees agree upon 
that neither the existing nor the prospective customers require dedicated processes, systems or staff. The 
main reason therefore is that using shared operations customers can get higher quality services on a 
relative lower price. 
 Respect toward customer’s identity. 
In was emphasised in some interviews that customers require their own identity to be respected. Several 
interviewees mentioned that some small customer organizations use to be afraid that they would lose their 
identity or that they would not receive enough attention, but it is not the case anymore. To respond to this 
need GBC had designed a specific approach to each customer. Even thought the operations are generic, the 
output is customised. In this regard a good knowledge and deep understanding of the customer is 
considered as very important. A typical example therefore is  GBC front office is a typical example of this 
customised approach. GBC front office deals with all customers in a customer specific way using a 
particular telephone line for each customer. Front office employees can see from which line the call comes 
from and answer the call with a specific greeting to the customer. This creates the impression that the 
whole front office is dedicated only to this specific customer, which of course is not the case.  
Non calculative trust 
The tight collaboration with the supply chain partners turned out to be very important for GBC Renewal 
Project. All interviewees noted that the support and commitment of the partner organizations is seen as 
“guarantee for the success of the project”. The involvement of the partners make possible to take risk and to 
find the best solutions for the entire supply chain.  The trust relations have positive impact on the 
performance of the alliance as a whole. It was broadly recognised by the interviewees that the close 
communication and collaboration with partner organizations had make GBC process more efficient. Instead 
developing a specific interface for each partner or customer GBC has managed to gain economy of scale 
developing a standardised interface used in the transactions with all partners.  
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4.1.2.3  Competence trust and its impact on operational flexibility 
This section presents the findings with regard to question 2.2.3 How does the perceived competence trust of 
the partner organizations influence the choice to adopt flexible business operations?  
In GBC Renewal Project the competence trust is expressed by the support to the strategic and design 
decisions made. These decisions were made within collaboration with the partners and this brings confidence 
in GBC and partners that the best choice is made. It should be noticed that the competence trust reflects not 
only the competences of GBC, but also the ability of the alliance to choose the right direction. The trust in the 
implementation of these decisions is promoted by the open communication over the progress of the project 
and the results achieved. 
4.2 Data analyses – bringing structure into the findings  
In the previous section the empirical findings as revealed from the data sources were presented in a 
descriptive way. In this section the results of data analysis are given. The presented data analysis is aimed at 
capturing patterns in the collected data and at defining the importance of the revealed aspects of trust – 
flexibility dynamics.  
In the first stage of data analysis the findings from documentation and interviews were analysed and coded 
using Grounded theory method (described in section 3.7.1). As result of this stage 140 “emerging issues” 
covering the relevant information gathered from the case were revealed. These “emerging issues” were 
analysed in the second stage using the Concept mapping method. 
Figure 7 shows the results of the Multi Dimensional Scaling analysis. Each point represents one of the 140 
“emerging issues”. The closer the items to each other are, the more respondents have put these items 
together, which also means that the items are more similar in meaning.  
 
 
Figure 7 Dynamics between trust and flexibility – GBC case point map 
4.2.1 The topic clusters 
The Hierarchical cluster analysis based on the point map indicated that an 11-cluster solution fits best the 
data.  
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Figure 8 shows the cluster map of the case study. The complete result data set including all clusters and 
statements can be found in Appendix 8. 
 
The map shows that clusters are spread across the two realms under exploration: Operational (north zone) 
and Relational (south zone). These two realms are separated in Figure 8 by an imaginary line. 
Operational realm 
Operational realm contains four clusters: Flexibility/Adaptivity, Generic business process, Multi-customer 
orientation, and Cost efficiency.  
1. Flexibility / Adaptivity (N = 17; average bridging = 0.11, SD = 0.08) 
The label of this cluster strongly represents the content of the grouping. The core of this cluster (the topics 
with the lowest bridging value) is formed by statements defining the change aspect of flexibility as applied 
in GBC Renewing Project: “Flexible means capable to adapt fast” and “Flexibility means that you can 
switch modules and parameters on and off without external intervention”. These statements are 
surrounded by statements representing the needs flexibility aims to address, such as: “Ability to manage 
unknown products and services” and “Ability to respond easily to the changing circumstances”.  Next to 
these statements the cluster contains topics representing the importance of flexibility for GBC and the 
wide-held belief in the bread potentials of flexibility for achieving the organizational targets:  “Business 
process flexibility is one of the goals of GBC Renewing Project”, “Flexibility provides the means to 
efficiency” and “Having flexible operations GBC will have more to offer”. 
Figure 8. Cluster map of the case study (n= 11) 
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2. Generic business process (N = 18; average bridging = 0.41, SD = 0.27) 
This cluster refers to the drives in the case organization to establish a “generic process suitable for all 
known and imaginable pension systems” that “must have a core, operating for all customers”. The MDS 
analysis has placed this cluster near by Flexibility/Adaptivity cluster that shows the similarity in meaning 
between them. In terms of flexibility definition as capacity to yield to change without loss of identity this 
cluster corresponds to stability aspect of flexibility. Statements, representing the relation between 
genericity and flexibility of the business process in this cluster are: “Generic modules of the processes 
must also be flexible”, “Generic process that can be flexibly adjusted to different customers and 
products”, and “Generic processing stream combined with flexible contents”. 
3. Multi-customer orientation (N = 11; average bridging = 0.48, SD = 0.13) 
The third cluster in the Flexibility zone reflects the specific multi-client context of GBC in which the 
operational flexibility occurs. The statements in this cluster show that the multi-client strategic orientation 
corresponds to the need of flexibility. The cluster contains also topics related to the strategic 
organizational targets (“economies of scale” and “synergy advantages”) that shows the close relation of 
this target with the multi-client orientation, but also statements representing the limitations and 
unpredictability of a multi-client orientation  ( “You never know whether you're sufficiently multi-client”,  
“It is impossible to anticipate all needs of the potential customers”). 
4. Cost- efficiency (N = 7; average bridging = 0.65, SD = 0.14) 
The items in this cluster address the drive of the organization to reduce the costs trough process efficiency. 
Typical statements emphasizing the importance of cost-efficiency are: “increasingly cheaper production” and 
“The GBC partners are very interested in the Renewal Project from a cost perspective”. The cluster contains 
also items explaining that the standardization of business operations and the multi-customer orientation are 
seen as means for cost reduction: “Small customers may use a larger and efficient system at low cost”, “It's 
cheaper having the same employees working for several clients”, “Having dedicated specific processes for 
each customer is expensive”.  
Relational realm 
The relational realm covers the following seven clusters: Manifestation of trust relations, Good will/ Shared 
goals, Requirements of supply chain partners, Relational trust, Competence trust, Recognition of customer’s 
identity and Open communication and collaboration. 
5. Manifestation of trust (N = 13; average bridging = 0.21, SD = 0.06) 
The items in this cluster describe the trust relations between GBC and its organizational partners. 
Concepts such as “support”, “belief in the success of GBC Renewal Project”, and “shared understanding” 
describe the intentional aspects of the trust relations. These items are complemented with topics showing 
close collaboration activities such as “active participation”, “partners’ contribution in the design of the 
new processes” and “full involvement”. It is notable that while the most of the items in this cluster 
represent a picture of very successful trust relations, the cluster contains also two items, according to 
which  the trust relations are not fully reciprocal (“Supply chain partners “keep the door closed” for GBC “) 
and that “Some customers trust GBC more  than the others”. 
6. Shared goals  (N = 7; average bridging = 0.39, SD = 0.05) 
Situated near by the “Manifestation of thrust”, the “Share goals” cluster complements the picture of 
partnership relations. Statements in this cluster describe predominantly the trustful intention of GBC. The 
statements show that GBC “contributes to the competitive power of the supply chain”, “sets its priorities 
in  collaboration with its partners”, and “deliver cost advantages for internal and external partners”. The 
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topics in this cluster represent the shared belief that “GBC justifies its existence by collaborating with the 
chain partners“ having as a goal “to provide services to its environment“. 
7. Competence trust (N = 16; average bridging = 0.44, SD = 0.20) 
The cluster addresses, as the title suggests, competences of the organization and the impact this 
competences have on the interorganizational partners.  Representative statements included in this cluster 
are: “There is no trust without satisfaction”, “Potential customers require SAS70 certification”, “The extent 
to which GBC is successful, determines the extent to which customers purchase services by GBC”, “GBC 
can bring expertise in the supply chain”, “Poor service causes distrust”, and “If a customer has been ever 
disappointed, there is something wrong with the trust now”. 
8. Requirements of supply chain partners (N = 13; average bridging = 0.45, SD = 0.16) 
The cluster includes topics related to the requirements, in a broad sense, of the partner organization to 
the business of GBC. Indicative statements of this cluster (lower bridging value) are: “Establishing 
standardized interfaces “, “The partner organizations define requirements toward the end result, but not 
toward the internal operations“, “Responding to the turbulent environment”, and “Our partners can 
influence the design of business operations in GBC Renewal Project”.  
9. Relational trust (N = 18; average bridging = 0.47, SD = 0.16) 
The items of this cluster are placed next to “Share goals” cluster and include statements representing a 
mixture of attitude related and results related items. Typical statements in this cluster are “Attention to 
each customer”, “Showing respect”, “Helping the partner”, “Speaking the language of the customer” and 
“Having feeling with the customer”, but also “Practice what you preach”, and “GBC meets its contract 
obligations”. In the periphery of this cluster (higher bridging value) are several items that bring a balance 
between trust, responsibility and control:  “Trust requires control”, and “We help our customers but we 
do not take over their responsibility”.  
10. Recognition of customers identity (N = 8; average bridging = 0.70, SD = 0.17) 
The cluster represents the need of the customer to retain its own identity into the multi-customer 
transactions as well as the need of customised approach to the specific customers’ needs. Statements 
shaping this clusters are: “Each customer, large and small, will have its own identity in the generic 
process”, “Each customer requires a different approach”, but also “Small customers were very afraid that 
their needs will be ignored” and “A major customer wants to be treated in a different way than a small 
irregular customer”. 
11. Open communication and collaboration (N = 12; average bridging = 0.90, SD = 0.07) 
This is the cluster with the highest bridging value. Accents in this cluster are:  open communication, 
involving the suppliers into GBC Renewal Project, offering opportunities to the partners to participate in 
the design and decision making process, listening carefully to the customers. In addition the cluster 
represents the motivation of GBC to meet all critical performance indicators from "Day one" of the new 
contract but also the realistic view that GBC can not guarantee that “nothing goes wrong”. This view is 
combined with the belief that the partners can accept possible mistakes if everything is communicated 
transparently. 
The concept map in Figure 8 provides information about the relations between the clusters. These relations 
are represented by the borders between clusters on the map. 
It can be noticed that: 
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 “Multi-customer orientation”,  “Generic business process” and “Flexibility/ Adaptivity” form a relatively 
separate group within the domain of operational realm; 
  “Partner’s requirements”, “Customer’s identity” and “Competence trust” are placed very close to each 
other within the domain of relational realm; 
  “Cost-efficiency” bridges “Multi-customer orientation” and “Collaboration”; 
 “Relational trust”  and “Competence trust” are placed in the middle of the map tying  operational and 
relational realms. 
Best bridgers 
Several clusters deserve a special attention. These are the clusters with the highest bridging value: 
12. Open communication and collaboration (average bridging  value  =  0.90) 
13. Recognition of customers identity (average bridging  value  =  0.70) 
14. Cost- efficiency (average bridging  value  =  0.65) 
Relative high bridging value of these clusters indicates that more respondents have grouped these items with 
items from other clusters. Statements and clusters with high bridging value have usually a mediating role in 
the relations. They are of particular importance for this study as they indicate the ties between flexibility and 
trust. 
4.2.2 Determining priorities – rating results 
The rating results of the topics on their importance for the dynamics between interorganizational trust and 
operational flexibility with regard to GBC Renewal Project are shown in Figure 9.  
The average rating of the statements indicates the experts’ opinion about which statements refer to 
important aspects of trust – flexibility dynamics. A statement is considered important if the mean rating score 
is at least 3.47 that indicates that the experts rated the statement as more important that the average.  
As the map indicates, the experts in this study rated the clusters Cost-efficiency (M = 4.27, SD = 0.17) and 
Collaboration (M  = 4.02, SD = 0.37) as the most important ones. Both have five layers.  Cluster Relational trust 
(M  = 3.83, SD = 0.38) has one layer less. 
The other two clusters that are considered more important than the average are Shared goals (M  = 3.73, SD = 
0.29) and  Generic business process (M  = 3.53, SD = 0.48).  
Table 2 shows the rating score of all 11 clusters is descending order.  
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 Figure 9 Cluster rating map 
 
Table 2 Clusters’ rating score 
Cluster Mean Std. Dev. 
Cost efficiency 4.27 0.17 
Collaboration 4.02 0.37 
Relational trust 3.83 0.38 
Shared goals 3.73 0.29 
Generic business process 3.53 0.48 
Flexibility/Adaptivity 3.40 0.52 
Signs of trust 3.30 0.59 
Multi-customer orientation 3.17 0.41 
Partners' requirements 3.13 0.35 
Competence trust 3.04 0.53 
Customer's identity 2.94 0.45 
The complete result data set including all clusters and statements with attached mean rating can be found in 
Appendix 9. 
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5 Dynamics between interorganizational trust an operational 
flexibility - discussion  
In Chapter 2 of this thesis, as a result of the theoretical study an Initial conceptual model of the dynamics 
between Operational flexibility and Interorganizational trust was developed (see Figure 10).  
 
Figure 10. Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust – Initial conceptual model 
In Chapter 4 GBC case was explored and analysed in order to get better understanding of the relations 
between these two phenomena as they occur in practice.  
In the current chapter, the results of the empirical study are compared with the initial conceptual model in 
order to evaluate the model’s credibility and to enrich it with the insights from the organizational practice. 
The chapter is aimed at answering the last two research questions of the study: 2.3 Which aspects of the 
dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility in the case organization can be 
explained by the initial conceptual model? and 2.4 How should the conceptual model of dynamics between 
interorganizational trust and operational flexibility be adjusted, refined and extended in order to capture the 
patterns of those relations as revealed from the practice of the case organization? 
This study is defined as an exploratory. Therefore the main goal of the research is to deep the understanding 
and to get insights into trust-flexibility dynamics. The outcomes from the empirical study are used to adjust 
and enrich the initial conceptual model. Figure 11 presents the adjusted model of the dynamics between 
operational flexibility and interorganizational trust. 
5.1 Effects of operational flexibility on interorganizational trust  
 Operational flexibility – stability within change 
The case study showed that operational flexibility appears as a relation of two opposite aspects: change and 
stability.  This finding confirms the dominating view of flexibility as ability to maintain some stable structure in 
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the face of change (Bordoloi, Cooper and Matsuo, 1999; Regev and Wegmann, 2005; Regev, Soffer and 
Schmidt, 2006). The GBC case shows that in the context of multi-customer orientation and cost efficiency 
strategy a certain degree of genericity is required.  The results demonstrate also that a generic business 
process can meet the specific requirements of multiple customers if it is able to adapt to the specific needs 
and contingencies of the customers. 
 
 
Figure 11 Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust -  The adjusted model 
Operational genericity requires adaptivity 
The research findings indicate also that process genericity requires a specific dimension of flexibility. As 
variety is characterized by a combination of several different procedures, it contradicts the idea of uniform 
generic process. On the other hand, adaptivity as ability to change, can be seen as complementary to process 
genericity and standardization. 
Adaptivity within genericity – the best fit of multi-customer environment and cost efficiency strategy 
An important result of the study is that if an organization has a multi-customer orientation, operational 
flexibility should be explored in relation with standardization and genericity of the business process. The 
empirical findings reveal that in the context of multi-customer orientation and cost efficiency strategy , 
flexibility fulfils specific functions that can not be understood and explained if flexibility is considered 
separately from standardization.  
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The case results supported partly the findings of Anand and Ward (2004) on the fit between the forms of 
environmental dynamism (unpredictability and volatility) and flexibility strategy.  As GBC face an environment 
with high level of both unpredictability and volatility, both adaptivity and variety should be expected. 
According Anand and Ward variety dimension of flexibility should better fit the volatility caused by multi-
customer environment while adaptivity would be the best response to environmental unpredictability. In fact 
GBC has chosen to adopt only adaptivity dimension. Variety is not considered appropriate doe to its negative 
effect on cost efficiency. These results are in line with the view of Bertrand (2002) arguing that flexibility 
should be considered as contingent not only upon environmental diversity that the organization wants to fit, 
but also upon the results the organization wants to achieve in the conditions of this diversity.   
5.2 Impact of interorganizational trust on operational flexibility  
In GBC case both intentional trust and competence trust appear to play an important role in relation to 
operational flexibility. 
Intentional trust – domination of non calculative relational trust 
The research findings revealed the importance of non-calculative aspects of the interorganizational trust. The 
results show that the main topics representing intentional trust in the trust – flexibility dynamics are 
predominated by relational aspects of the trust. These results support the position of other researchers (Klein, 
Rai and Straub, 2007; Muthusamy, White and Carr, 2007) arguing that trust arises within the 
interorganizational relations.  
Important aspects of these relations observed in the case are cooperative behaviour directed to shared goals, 
and manifestation of trust in acts of commitment, information sharing and open communication. These 
outcomes support the theories arguing that relational openness and accessibility (De Jong and Woolthuis, 
2008) and perceived benevolence and integrity of the partners (Klein, Rai and Straub, 2007; Nooteboom, 
2000; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994) motivate the partners for trustful behaviour. The results are also in line with 
previous studies emphasizing the role of boundary-spanning managers and social ties in interorganizational 
relations (Muthusamy, White and Carr, 2007). 
Although it could be argued that the importance of relational trust is only case specific characteristic, this 
study shows that relational aspects of the trust can provide a sufficient explanation of interorganizational 
trust considering its dynamics with operational flexibility. It should be noted also that relational trust has been 
rated on the third place on its importance for trust – flexibility dynamics (M  = 3.83, SD = 0.38). 
In the GBC case no elements of calculative trust were found. This indicates that TCE perspective on its own is 
not sufficient to explain trust - flexibility dynamics. The findings demonstrate that in GBC case neither 
transaction specific investments nor adopting variety was necessarily required.  Instead, it was demonstrated 
that in condition of multi-customer services, adaptivity fits the need for flexibilization better because it 
promotes the reuse of assets, enhance economics of scale and provide efficiency gains for all partners. 
Competence trust – property of the alliance rather than of the trustee  
Another interesting observation from the study is the definition of competence trust. It could be concluded 
that competence trust should be considered broader than as a property of the trustee. The case results 
demonstrate that “the confidence that the right choices are made” is based not only on the persuasion that 
the partner organization is capable to provide competent solutions, but also on the involvement of the 
collaborating partners in the design and decision making process. In this way the competence is seen as a 
property of the alliance rather than as a property of the trustee. 
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Stakeholders’ requirements – just general directions for operational flexibility 
Following Regev and Wegmann (2005) in the initial conceptual model was supposed that the impact of 
interorganizational trust on operational flexibility should be reflected in the requirements of the stakeholders 
toward a business process. The case study confirmed that partners’ requirements influence operational 
flexibility, but revealed that these requirements are stated on a very global level, usually in the terms of 
targets and relational agreements that should be achieved through flexibility. The findings demonstrate that 
the design of business operations and the flexibility choices the organization made are only indirect 
determined by the requirements of the stakeholders. 
5.3 Exploratory credibility of model’s proposition  
In the initial conceptual model of the study the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational 
flexibility were described by six propositions. These propositions are now examined in the light of the study 
findings. 
Proposition P1: Interorganizational trust as an integral construct promotes flexibility in both forms – as variety 
and as adaptivity, by providing more freedom and support for designing business operations. 
Two different reasons underline the expected positive impact of interorganizational trust on operational 
flexibility: (a) the feeling of support and (b) the feeling of freedom. 
The research results clearly show that interorganizational trust promotes the undertaken renewing of GBC 
and the flexibilization of the business process in particular. The partners’ support, encouragement and 
commitment were reported by the key respondents as necessary conditions for the success of the renewing.  
While the proposition P1 proved to be valid for GBC case in general, the rationale behind this proposition was 
only partly supported. The research results demonstrate that trust provides a feeling of support and 
minimizes feelings of vulnerability. This finding is in line with previous studies (De Weerdt and Dercon, 2007; 
Klein, Rai and Straub, 2007; Muthusamy and White, 2005; Walter, 2003) showing that interorganizational 
trusts reduces fears of exploitation and minimizes feelings of vulnerability. The case study provides no 
confirmation of the expectation derived from the TCE paradigm that trust leads to minimizing of control and 
monitoring activities and provides a feeling of freedom. Instead, the key respondents emphasised that the 
high level of trust results is increased monitoring, coordination and joint decision making. It is important to 
notice that in conditions of trust the coordination and monitoring activities are not seen as a barrier but as a 
stimulator of flexibilization of business operations. 
Proposition P2. Intentional trust has a reverse impact on operational variety because under insufficient 
intentional trust an operational variety should be required. 
The case of GBC has not provided enough evidence to validate this proposition. As during the study the 
organization experience relations of high trust it was not possible to explore whether a situation of insufficient 
trust force organizations to adopt variety dimension of flexibility.  
Proposition P3. Intentional trust has a positive impact on operational adaptivity as under condition of trust 
organizations have more freedom to make transaction non-specific investments. 
GBC proved to be a typical example of high non calculative intentional trust. This state of interorganizational 
relations has its roots in the strategic integrity of GBC as a part of collaborating alliance. In the case of GBC, 
the collaborative and not opportunistic intentions of organizations show to be self-evident as GBC derives its 
strategic aims from the aims of the partnership. Therefore the non calculative trust toward the positive 
intentions of GBC is considered self-evident as well. At the same time the research findings provide evidence 
that in the case of GBC no transaction specific investments are required neither from existing nor from 
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prospective customers. It was demonstrated also that GBC has adopted adaptivity as the only desired but also 
the only possible dimension of operational flexibility. Putting these all together a possible conclusion can be 
that (as stated in the proposition) intentional trust enhance operational adaptivity as no transaction specific 
assets are required in the transactions. In fact, the responses of the key informants provide another possible 
explanation of the adaptivity dominance. The choice to adopt adaptivity appears to be driven by the need to 
achieve cost efficiency. The research data shows that variety is not preferred when economies of scale by 
reuse of assets should be achieved. 
Proposition P4. Flexible business operations in general (both as adaptivity and variety) gain much competence 
trust because they reduce environmental uncertainty and enhance business performance. 
It this study operational flexibility was found to be important for GBC because it increases the competence 
advantages of the alliance. The respondents reported that operational flexibility promotes performance by 
achieving short time to market, prompt response to requests for change, relatively low costs level by 
launching new products and by attracting new organizational clients, mitigation of the environmental risks, 
and relatively lower exploitation costs. 
Although no direct relation between the impact of the operational flexibility on the business performance, on 
the one hand, and the competence trust, on the other, was reported, it can be concluded that in the case of 
GBC the proposition P4 provides a credible explanation. The results show that operational flexibility benefits 
both the individual organizations and the alliance as a whole and leads to expanding the interorganizational 
transactions. 
 Proposition P5. Operational variety has a positive impact on calculative aspect of intentional trust due to the 
investments in partner dedicated resources.  
The variety dimension of flexibility is not considered appropriate for GBC due to the negative effect 
transaction specific investments, required by operational variety, have on cost efficiency. Therefore in the 
case of GBC no data with regard to proposition P5 could be found. Based on the current case, the validity of 
this proposition can not be neither confirmed nor rejected. 
Proposition P6. Operational adaptivity can have a reverse effect on calculative aspect of intentional trust 
because it reduces the switching cost and can be experienced as self-seeking behaviour.  
This proposition is derived from TCE theory. It is based on the assumption that investments in process 
adaptivity are transaction non-specific. Having in mind that calculative intentional trust requires transaction 
specific assets as safeguard to opportunistic behaviour, it was supposed that a relative low calculative 
intentional trust could be explained by the non specific investments required by process adaptivity.  
This proposition proved to be not applicable for the GBC case. GBC has adopted adaptive business operations 
aimed at cost efficiency. The choice of operational adaptivity is determined by the need to design a generic 
business process that can be reused in different transactions. GBC considers the process genericity as the 
main way to gain economies of scale and to reduce the price of the services offered. In this situation, 
according to proposition P6, a negative impact of operational adaptivity on the intentional trust should be 
observed. Instead, the research findings indicate that both existing and prospective organizational partners 
are ready to accept vulnerability of transaction without dedicated resources if it leads to price reduction and 
mutual gains. 
This study shows that TCE paradigm can not provide sufficient explanation of the dynamic between 
interorganizational trust and operational flexibility in the case of GBC. The GBC case provides evidence that 
interacting organizations are reluctant to take the risk of establishing relations with no or limited transaction 
specific assets if operational flexibility leads to reduction of purchasing costs. The findings show that if all 
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collaborating parties can achieve mutual gain from the reuse of transaction non specific assets they are ready 
to accept the risk related to low switching costs.   
The GBC case demonstrates also that the lack of transaction specific assets not necessarily prompt higher 
investments in control or safeguard mechanisms. In situation of collaborating activities and open 
communication, the positive interorganizational and interpersonal relations compensate the insufficiency of 
dedicated resources. This findings support the idea that trust is an integral construct wherein interrelated 
relational, computational, emotional and rational components shapes the acceptance of vulnerability. In the 
case of GBC, the strong positive non calculative aspects, such as open communication and strong personal 
relations, show capacity to compensate the shortages in the trust’s calculative dimensions. 
5.4 Mediators of trust – flexibility dynamics: insights from the case  
The theoretical study has revealed that relations between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility 
are mediated by their relations to other components of organizational practices. The literature review has 
illuminated organizational performance and stakeholders’ requirements as such possible mediators. In GBC 
case no evidence supporting these assumption were found. Stakeholders’ requirements appear to be stated in 
the general terms of strategic goals and agreements that do not directly determine the operational choices 
the organization make. Organizational performance does not appear as a topic in GBC case. 
The empirical study pointed three other thematic clusters as best bridgers of trust – flexibility dynamics. The 
results show that the interaction between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility occurs through 
their mutual effect on open communication and collaboration, cost efficiency, and respect to the customers’ 
identity. 
It should be noted that two of these clusters, Open communication and collaboration and Cost efficiency, are 
placed by the respondents between the tree most important topics of trust – flexibility dynamics in GBC case.  
Cost efficiency (average bridging value = 0.65, Mimportance = 4.27) was revealed in the study as one of the main 
requirements of the interorganizational partners to the operations of GBC. The findings show that the need 
for efficiency exceeds the need for safeguarding regulations in the partner relationships. When faced with the 
opportunity to gain competence advantages by cost efficiency, collaborating partners appear to accept the 
risk of vulnerability. The case results demonstrate that operational flexibility promotes trust partnership and 
enhances interorganizational transactions by providing process efficiency and costs reduction. It should be 
noted that Cost efficiency is not only one of the best bridgers in trust – flexibility dynamics, but also was 
ranked highest by the key respondents on its importance. 
Open communication and collaboration (average bridging  value  =  0.90, Mimportance = 4.02) appears in GBC 
case to be the main mechanisms for achieving partners’ commitment and establishing trust relations. The 
findings show that due to the active participation of the partners in the design and decision making process, 
the best solutions could be found and the best operational practices could be adopted. In the case of GBC 
collaboration activities are also seen as an important condition for the flexibilization of business operations 
because they make possible reaching common agreements and enhancing innovation practices through the 
entire supply chain. In this study, open communication and collaboration is ranked by the experts as the 
second most important factor for trust - flexibility dynamics. 
Recognition of customers identity (average bridging  value  =  0.70, Mimportance = 2.94) appears to be an 
important bridger in the relation between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility. In the literature 
review no studies exploring this phenomenon were found. The empirical study reveals that customers’ 
identity is considered necessary when an organization offers shared services to multiple customers. Several 
emerging issues from the case study demonstrate that the respect to customers’ identity is a crucial aspect of 
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interorganizational relations in condition of multi-customer services. All customers (both small and large) 
need to safeguard their identity even when they accept to use shared services and to sacrify their demands 
for dedicated resources. Noticing that this topic was not rated as important in GBC case it could be supposed 
that customers identity, although its bridging power, has only supplementary role in trust – flexibility 
dynamics. 
 
The exploration of the GBC case prompted the idea that the dynamics between interorganizational trust and 
operational flexibility can be understood by exploring their joint effect on several aspects of 
interorganizational practices. Future research on the mediating role of these factors is needed to deep the 
understanding of trust – flexibility dynamics. 
 
  
N. Stoyanova, Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust  
  
OU BPMIT    56 
 
N. Stoyanova, Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust  
  
OU BPMIT    57 
6 Conclusions, contributions, limitations and future research 
In this chapter first, a summary of the main findings, extensively discussed in the previous chapters, are 
presented and conclusions in regard to the research questions are drawn (section 6.1 and 6.2) . Then is 
section 6.3 the final conclusions toward the main objective of this thesis are presented. In section 6.4 the 
theoretical en practical contributions of the thesis are discussed. In the least section, the limitations of this 
study are discussed and suggestions for future research are given.  
This study is guided by two main research questions:  
1. Which aspects of the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility are identified 
in the scientific literature? 
2. How do operational flexibility and interorganizational trust interact in the practice of a case organization?  
6.1 Conclusions of the theoretical study 
The purpose of setting and answering the first research question was to examine the concepts of trust and 
operational flexibility in a broad context and to find theories and empirical evidences explaining their 
dynamics. The first research question was addressed by a literature review. As a result of the literature study 
an Initial conceptual model of the dynamics between operational flexibility and Interorganizational trust was 
developed (see Figure 10).   
In this model the dynamic relations between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility are placed in 
a broader context of uncertainty and mutual interdependence.  
Interorganizational trust, as an element of relational realm, is defined as a dynamic psychological state 
comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or 
behaviour of another. Interorganizational trust is presented as an integral construct consisting of two 
interacting dimensions: competence trust and intentional trust. Intentional trust further is represented by two 
aspects: calculative - trust based on the calculation that the costs of opportunistic behaviour exceed the 
possible gains, and non-calculative - trust based on the understanding of partner’s motives and integrity. 
Operational flexibility is defined as capacity of the business process to yield to change without loss of identity 
and is presented in two dimensions: variety and adaptivity. Variety represents the number of different actual 
and potential procedures in response to environmental volatility. Adaptivity reflects the ability of a process to 
change in response to environmental unpredictability. 
The dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility in the model is mediated by their 
mutual relations with other factors. Two common antecedents and/or consequences are supposed to mediate 
trust – flexibility dynamics: Organizational performance and Stakeholders’ requirements 
The model defines also six propositions about the mutual influence of those phenomena (see section 2.5.3).  
6.2 Conclusions of the empirical study 
Addressing the second main research question an empirical study was conducted in a case organization. The 
objectives of the empirical study were twofold. Firstly, the dynamics between interorganizational trust and 
operational flexibility was explored in the natural context of interacting organizations in order to get insights 
into trust – flexibility dynamics and to identify some patterns in their relations. Secondly, the empirical study 
was aimed at investigating whether the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility 
in practice can be explained using the constructs revealed from the literature as presented in the initial 
conceptual model.   
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6.2.1 Impact of operational flexibility on interorganizational trust - conclusions 
In regard to the first question of the empirical study: 2.1 How does operational flexibility influence 
interorganizational trust? the following conclusions could be drawn: 
1. Operational Flexibility is a complex equilibrium of stability and change 
In GBC case operational flexibility appears as a relation of two clusters – genericity and multi-customer 
orientation, representing respectively stability and change aspect of flexibility.  Both these aspects show to 
play a role in trust – flexibility dynamics.  
2. Domination of adaptivity dimension of flexibility 
The study results revealed that organizations choose adaptivity dimension of flexibility when they need to 
achieve cost efficiency and that variety is not preferred when economies of scale by reuse of assets is aimed.  
3. Operational flexibility in general has a positive impact on trust relations  
According to this study operational flexibility affects positively the competence advantages of the alliance by 
achieving the following results: 
 quick time to market 
 ability to respond to dynamic requests of partners and customers 
 ability to respond to changes in the external environment with limited costs/investments 
 ability to adapt without (or with limited) investments in process redesign. 
6.2.2 Effects of interorganizational trust on operational flexibility – conclusions 
This section presents the conclusions on the second question of the empirical study: 2.2 How does 
interorganizational trust influence operational flexibility?  
1. Both intentional and competence trust play an important role in trust flexibility dynamics 
In GBC case both intentional trust and competence trust appear to play an important role in relation to 
operational flexibility. 
1.1. Non calculative, relational aspects of intentional trust can provide a sufficient explanation of trust – 
flexibility dynamics 
The results showed that the main topics representing intentional trust in the trust – flexibility dynamics are 
predominated by elements of relational trust, such as cooperative behaviour directed to shared goals, and 
manifestation of trust in acts of commitment, information sharing and open communication. 
The case study findings showed that interorganizational trust is an integral construct and that relational trust 
can compensate the need for calculative proofs of positive intentions. Although it could be argued that the 
importance of relational trust is only case specific characteristic, this study showed that relational aspects of 
the trust can provide a sufficient explanation of interorganizational trust considering its dynamics with 
operational flexibility. 
1.2. Competence trust enhance operational flexibility  
The case results demonstrated that calculative trust based on the involvement of the collaborating partners in 
the flexibilization of business operations creates a supporting conditions for the operational choices the 
organization made.  
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2. Interorganizational trust in general has positive impact on operational flexibility  
The research results demonstrate that interorganizational trust as an integral construct promotes flexibility by 
providing a feeling of support and minimizing feelings of vulnerability. Partners’ support, encouragement and 
commitment were reported as necessary conditions for the success of operational flexibility.  
3. Intentional trust promotes adaptivity dimension of flexibility. 
The research evidences support the proposition that intentional trust enhances operational adaptivity as no 
transaction specific assets are required in the transactions.  
6.2.3 Explanatory credibility of the initial conceptual model - conclusions 
The empirical study revealed 11 topic clusters representing the important aspects of trust – flexibility 
dynamics in GBC case.  These clusters are spread across the two realms under exploration: Operational and 
Relational. A comparison of these clusters with the constructs of the initial conceptual model as revealed from 
the literature leads to following conclusions in regard t question 2.3. Which aspects of the dynamics between 
interorganizational trust and operational flexibility in the case organization can be explained by the initial 
conceptual model? 
6.2.3.1 Main constructs 
Context  
The results show that interorganizational trust and operational flexibility in their dynamic arise in conditions 
of environmental uncertainty, demonstrated both as unpredictability and volatility, and interorganizational 
interdependence.  
Operational flexibility 
The concept of operational flexibility as defined in the initial conceptual model appears to be applicable when 
trust – flexibility dynamics is studied.  
Adaptively was found as an appropriate dimension of flexibility in conditions of multi-customer orientation 
and cost efficiency strategy. Variety dimension was not observed in the case but based on the research results 
the possibility to adopt flexibility by variety can not be rejected. 
Interorganizational trust 
The concept of interorganizational trust as defined in the initial conceptual model appears to be applicable in 
the examined case. Both intentional trust and competence trust show to play an important role in relation to 
operational flexibility. In the case organization only components of non-calculative component of intentional 
trust were found, but based on this research the role of calculative aspects of intentional trust can not be 
excluded.  
Nature of trust – flexibility dynamics 
The case study demonstrated that interorganizational trust and operational flexibility coexists in a dynamic 
interaction. Neither in the literature nor in the case organizations indication was found for causality of the 
relation between those phenomena was found. The study results confirmed the expectations that the 
dynamics between operational flexibility and interorganizational trust takes the form of a mutual interaction 
mediated by their relations with other factors. 
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6.2.3.2 Exploratory credibility of model’s propositions 
1. Three of the propositions of theoretical model were found to provide a credible explanation in the 
examined case.  
 Flexible business operations gain much competence trust because they reduce environmental 
uncertainty and enhance business performance. 
The results show that operational flexibility benefits both the individual organizations and the alliance 
as a whole and leads to expanding the interorganizational transactions. 
 Interorganizational trust as an integral construct promotes flexibility, by providing more freedom and 
support for designing business operations. 
The research results clearly show that interorganizational trust promotes the undertaken flexibilization 
of the business process in GBC case. Although the high level of trust appears to result in increased 
coordination and monitoring, it was revealed that in conditions of trust the coordination and 
monitoring activities are not seen as a barrier but as a stimulator of operational flexibility. 
 Intentional trust has a positive impact on operational adaptivity as under condition of trust 
organizations have more freedom to make transaction non-specific investments. 
GBC proved to be a typical example of high non calculative intentional trust. The research findings 
showed that in the case of GBC no transaction specific investments are required neither from existing 
nor from prospective partners. Under these conditions GBC has adopted adaptivity dimension of 
operational flexibility.  
2. One of the model’s propositions does not prove to provide a credible explanation in GBC case.  The 
findings does not confirm the expectation that 
 Operational adaptivity can have a reverse effect on calculative aspect of intentional trust because it 
reduces the switching cost and can be experienced as self-seeking behaviour.  
The research findings demonstrated that the lack of transaction specific investment associated with 
adaptivity dimension of flexibility does not necessarily result in lower calculative intentional trust and 
higher investments in control or safeguard mechanisms. The findings showed that if all collaborating 
parties can achieve mutual gain from the adaptive operations they are ready to accept the risk related 
to low switching costs.   
3. Two of the model’s propositions could not be examined in the case organization. The exploratory 
credibility of the following propositions could not be neither confirmed nor rejected in the examined case: 
 Operational variety has a positive impact on calculative aspect of intentional trust due to the 
investments in partner dedicated resources 
 Intentional trust has a reverse impact on operational variety because under insufficient intentional 
trust an operational variety should be required 
6.2.4 Adjusted model of trust – flexibility dynamics  
The empirical findings provided some insights in the trust flexibility dynamics that have lead to adjusting, 
refining and extending of the initial conceptual model (see Figure 11). These insights are summarised in this 
section in order to answer question 2.4 How should the conceptual model of dynamics between 
interorganizational trust and operational flexibility be adjusted, refined and extended in order to capture the 
patterns of those relations as revealed from the practice of the case organization? 
N. Stoyanova, Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust  
  
OU BPMIT    61 
Adaptivity within genericity fits best a combination of multi-customer orientation and cost efficiency strategy 
An important result of the study is that if an organization has a multi-customer orientation and pursues cost 
efficiency strategy, a certain degree of standardization and genericity is required.  The results demonstrate 
also that genericity requires adaptivity as a specific dimension of flexibility  in order to meet the specific needs 
and contingencies of multiple customers. These results are a concretisation of the view of Bertrand (2002) 
that flexibility should be considered as contingent upon environmental diversity that the organization wants 
to fit and the results the organization wants to achieve in the conditions of this diversity.   
Intentional trust is dominated by non calculative relational aspects 
The results show that the main topics representing intentional trust in the trust – flexibility dynamics are 
predominated by relational aspects of the trust. Important aspects of these relations observed in the case are 
cooperative behaviour directed to shared goals, and manifestation of trust in acts of commitment, 
information sharing and open communication. The findings showed that relational trust can compensate the 
need for calculative proofs of positive intentions.  
Competence trust is rather a property of the alliance than of the trustee  
In the explored case demonstrate that competence trust arises rather from the involvement of the 
collaborating partners in the design of operational flexibility that brings the confidence that the right choices 
are made, than from the belief that the trustee is capable to provide competent solutions. 
TCE perspective only can not provide sufficient explanation of trust – flexibility dynamics  
The GBC case provided evidence that interacting organizations are reluctant to accept adaptive operations 
with no or limited transaction specific assets if operational flexibility leads to reduction of purchasing costs. 
The case findings have led to the conclusion that TCE approach does not provide sufficient explanation of trust 
– flexibility dynamics and should be at least complemented by other theoretical perspectives. 
The role mediating factors 
The exploration of the GBC case prompted the idea that the dynamics between interorganizational trust and 
operational flexibility can be understood by exploring their joint effect on several aspects of 
interorganizational practices. The results indicate that cost effectiveness, open communication and 
collaboration, and customer identity have a bridging position in trust – flexibility dynamics. Future research is 
needed to deep the understanding on the mediating role of these factors. 
6.3 Final conclusions 
In this section the conclusions toward the main objective of the study are drawn. The last two research 
questions discussed above are directly related to the general objective of the study. It is therefore important 
to note the conclusions in regard to research questions 2.3 and 2.4 discussed in sections 6.2.3 and 6.2.4 of this 
chapter.  
This study aims at achieving a better understanding of the dynamics between operational flexibility and 
interorganizational trust by constructing a conceptual model of the relations between these phenomena 
derived on the one hand  from trust and flexibility theories and on the other hand - from organizational 
practices. Accordingly, the research objective was to build an explanatory model of the dynamics between 
operational flexibility and interorganizational trust by determining and conceptualizing the main constructs 
and relations of trust – flexibility dynamics, based on the existing theory and on findings and insights from a 
case organization. The adjusted model of trust – flexibility dynamics is presented in Figure 11. 
The adjusted explanatory model of the dynamics between interorganizational trust and operational flexibility 
comprise the following main constructs: 
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 Definition of interorganizational trust as an integral construct presented by two interacting dimensions: 
competence trust and intentional trust. In the examined case both intentional trust and competence trust 
appear to play an important role in relation to operational flexibility. Several concrete manifestations of 
this construct are revealed in the case and highlighted in the model. 
 Definition of operational flexibility as capacity to yield to change without loss of identity. This definition 
reflects the idea derived from the theory and observed in the practice that flexibility is equilibrium of 
stability and change. Both aspects appear appropriate when exploring trust - flexibility dynamics. The 
theoretical study has revealed that flexibility can exist as variety and as adaptivity. In the case organization 
only the adaptivity dimension was presented. The construct of variety need further exploration. 
 Identification of the main features of the context where the dynamic interaction between flexibility and 
trust occur - uncertainty and interorganizational interdependence.  
 Six propositions describing the trust – flexibility dynamics. The explanatory credibility of three of these 
propositions was demonstrated in the case. One of the propositions showed not to be applicable in the 
case and consequently - not unconditionally valid. Two of these propositions could not be examined in the 
case and need further exploration. 
 Statement on the nature of the trust-flexibility dynamics as a dynamic not-causal interaction mediated by 
the mutual relation of these two phenomena with other factors. 
 Identification of some possible mediating factors of trust – flexibility dynamics: cost effectiveness, open 
communication and collaboration, and customer identity.  
6.4 Contributions 
In this section, the contributions of this study are presented. 
6.4.1 Theoretical contributions 
This thesis presents, to the best of our knowledge, the first study on the dynamics between operational 
flexibility and interorganizational trust. As such the study explores relations that have not received sufficient 
attention yet in the scientific community. 
As a result of theoretical study and empirical research a new model for operational flexibility - 
interorganizational trust dynamics is constructed. This model is the first one that links these two phenomena 
in a single explanatory construction. The model reflects a multi-disciplinary perspective combining concepts 
and explanations both from trust theories and from flexibility studies. 
The model as a whole as well as single constructs of this model can be used in future research as an initial 
reference frame or as a source of new research questions, directions and for research toward validating the 
model’s constructs.  
6.4.1 Practical contributions 
Although this study was primary directed toward theory building it makes some contributions for 
organizational practice. 
Organizations devote considerable efforts to design flexible business operations and to establish trustful 
interorganizational relations as a response of the environmental uncertainty, the mutual effect of these 
efforts on each other is often overlooked. This study draws the attention on the dynamic interaction between 
those activities.  The model of trust – flexibility dynamics proposed in this study can be useful for 
organizations that need to understand the relationship between their efforts in both spheres.  
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The explanatory model designed as result of this study can be used by practitioners when deciding to analyze 
the relations between the efforts toward flexibilization of business operations and toward establishing trustful 
relations with their organizational partners. This model enables practitioners to:  
 explicate their relational and operational decisions 
 identify potential problem areas in the trust – flexibility dynamics 
 predict the impact of the intended solutions;  
 evaluate the mutual effect of undertaken actions  
Although the presentation of the case was aimed only at understanding trust - flexibility dynamics the 
described practices of the case organization provide some practical examples and highlight some important 
concretizations of the theoretical constructs that can by applicable for other organizations. 
6.5 Limitations and suggestions for further research 
This study has several limitations, namely:  
1. The study is not committed to a certain theoretical tradition. Instead an integrated model was 
developed combining sometimes contradicting concepts and insights from different paradigm.  
2. Complexity of the topic. Both trust and flexibility turned out to be complex phenomena.  In addition 
the trust - flexibility dynamics occurs in a broader context of operational practices and partners’ 
interactions. Keeping focussed on the research scope was a challenge in the study process. 
3. The study applies a single case research design. The trust – flexibility dynamic has been studied in the 
limited settings of a single organization. This decreases the external validity of the findings. The 
conclusions of this study are applicable for the case and the situations the case represents but not for 
organizations operating in different settings and contingencies. With respect to this limitation a 
multiple case study on trust – flexibility dynamics can promote generalizibility of the insights.  
4. The study is interpretative. One of the major limitations of interpretative research is its reflexive 
nature. Although several tactics to deal with validity treats were applied it is still possible that these 
treats have not been eliminated completely.  
5. The studied phenomena were examined from the perspective of a single organization. Further 
research examining the trust – flexibility dynamics from the perspectives of both sites of the partner 
relations can illuminate different relations and dependences. 
6. The study explores the subject at a single point of time, but dynamic relations, develop over the time. 
Future research including observations throughout different phases of the trust – flexibility relations 
could increase the understanding of the topic. 
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Appendices 
Appendix 1. List of documents reviewed 
* Due to confidentiality, this list is not included in the public version of the thesis 
 
Appendix 2. List of key informants 
 
 
ID 
 
Organizational unit 
 
Organizational level 
 
Gender 
1 Business Policy and Development (BPD) strategic F 
2 GBC strategic F 
3 IM strategic M 
4 Operations B strategic M 
5 Operations A strategic M 
6 IM- IBC operational M 
7 Operations B operational F 
8 IM – IB - B operational F 
9 IM – IB - A operational F 
10 Operations A operational M 
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Appendix 3. Participants’ information letter 
 
Deelnemersinformatie over het onderzoek naar  
Dynamiek tussen flexibiliteit van bedrijfsprocessen en wederzijdse vertrouwen tussen 
samenwerkende organisaties 
 
Dit document bevat een korte inleiding op het onderwerp en de opzet van het afstudeeronderzoek naar dynamiek 
tussen flexibiliteit van de bedrijfsprocessen en wederzijdse vertrouwen tussen samenwerkende organisaties.  
Aan het einde van het document is een toestemmingsverklaring opgenomen. 
Achtergrond 
Dit onderzoek wordt verricht in het kader van de MSc. studie aan de Open Universiteit Nederland “Business process 
management and ICT” en maakt deel uit van het afstudeertraject. 
Doel van het onderzoek 
Het doel van dit onderzoek is een bijdrage te leveren aan het wetenschappelijke inzicht in dynamiek tussen inter-
organisatorisch vertrouwen en flexibiliteit van bedrijfsprocessen. 
Het onderzoek is verkennend van aard. Het doel is om een, vanuit de theorie afgeleid, conceptueel model van deze 
dynamiek in de praktijk te toetsen en met praktijkervaringen te verrijken. 
Begrippendefinities 
Inter-organisatorisch vertrouwen 
Inter-organisatorisch vertrouwen wordt gedefinieerd als de intentie van een organisatie zich kwetsbaar op te stellen 
vanuit de positieve verwachting ten opzichte van de intenties of ten opzichte van het gedrag van de 
partnerorganisatie. 
Het vertrouwen kan gebaseerd zijn op verschillende componenten – o.a. competenties, voorspelbaarheid, goodwill, 
integriteit. 
Flexibiliteit van bedrijfsprocessen 
Onder flexibiliteit van een bedrijfsproces wordt verstaan het vermogen van het proces om zonder verlies van identiteit 
snel en adequaat te kunnen reageren of anticiperen op interne en externe veranderingen. 
Flexibiliteit kan verschillende vormen aannemen, o.a. variëteit (meerdere verschillende processen of procedures 
waarvan in geval van veranderingen gekozen kan worden) of adaptiviteit (het mogelijkheden van het proces om de 
verwerking aan te passen aan de veranderde omstandigheden) 
Opzet van het onderzoek 
Het empirische deel van dit onderzoek is ingericht als een casestudy. In de focus van het onderzoek staat GBC en 
voornamelijk de nieuwe processen en organisatie-inrichting in het project GBC2012. 
Het interview 
Als onderdeel van de casestudy wil ik graag u een interview afnemen. Uw mening, uw opvattingen en ervaringen zijn 
belangrijk voor het verkrijgen van inzicht in dit onderwerp. 
In het interview zult u gevraagd worden naar twee aspecten van de business van GBC: 
- de flexibiliteit van de bedrijfsprocessen en operaties, en; 
- de relaties van vertrouwen met de partnerorganisaties. Hier kunt u denken aan de relaties met de 
ketenpartners binnen XXX groep maar ook aan de relaties met externe organisaties zoals 
gegevensleveranciers of werkgeversorganisaties. 
Om deze vragen te beantwoorden heeft u geen voorbereiding nodig. De vragen zijn gericht voornamelijk op uw 
opvattingen en uw ervaringen.  
Op elk moment vóór, tijdens of na de afloop van het interview kunt u vragen stellen of opmerkingen maken over de 
onderzoeksopzet, gehanteerde begrippen of de bedoeling van de interviewvragen. 
Het interview zal ongeveer één uur van uw tijd in beslag nemen.  
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Het interview zal met een audio recorder opgenomen worden en daarna schriftelijk getranscribeerd. Enkele dagen na 
het interview zult u het transcript ontvangen. Het transcript zal alleen onder uw accordering in de gegevensanalyse 
gebruikt worden. 
Vertrouwelijkheid 
Uw deelname in dit onderzoek is volledig anoniem. De enige plek waarop uw naam vermeldt wordt is de 
toestemmingsverklaring aan het einde van dit document. Indien in het interview uw naam of uw functie worden 
genoemd zullen deze in het transcript vervangen worden door een code. De antwoorden op de vragen zullen nooit op 
persoonsniveau gerapporteerd worden.  
Vrijwilligheid 
Deelname aan dit onderzoek is geheel vrijwillig.  
U kunt uw toestemming voor deelname op ieder moment, voorafgaand aan het opleveren van het onderzoekrapport, 
intrekken zonder dat u daarvoor een reden hoeft te geven. 
 
 
Verklaring tot toestemming voor deelname aan het onderzoek 
“Informed consent” 
 
 
Ik begrijp mijn rechten als deelnemer van dit onderzoek en ga akkoord met de hierboven genoemde voorwaarden. 
 Ik wil een kopie van het eindrapport van dit onderzoek ontvangen. 
  
 
Naam……………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
 
Datum ………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Handtekening ………………………………….. 
 
 
Appendix 4. Evidence analysis protocol (template) 
 
Unit 
ID Source ID 
Unit 
context Location Text unit
In-vivo 
code
Axial 
code Remarks
Unique 
identific
ation of 
the unit
Unique 
identification of 
a source of 
evidence 
(document or 
interview 
transcript)
(section/ 
subsection, 
description of 
the document 
context where 
the )
Page or an 
other 
identificatio
n ensuring 
tracing of 
the unit
Extraction of the document 
unit coded (literal citation)
First level 
coding of the 
issue
Broader 
category 
where the 
issue are 
assigned
Free 
remarks
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Appendix 5. Initial interview guide 
* Several variants are formulated by each question. During the interview the researcher can choose the 
most appropriate version in order to integrate the question in the conversation flow. 
 
1. Is flexibiliteit een belangrijke eigenschap van bedrijfsprocessen van GBC? Waarom? Heeft GBC ontworpen 
(overwegen te ontwerpen) flexibele bedrijfsprocessen en waarom? 
2. Wat houdt, volgens u de flexibiliteit van bedrijfsoperaties in? – capaciteit, mensen, volume… Wanneer kan men 
zeggen voor een bedrijfsproces dat het flexibel is? Hoe ziet een flexibel bedrijfsproces eruit? Welke kenmerken 
van een bedrijfsproces zijn van belang voor het bereiken van flexibiliteit? (modulaire opzet, meerdere parallelle 
routes en/of procedures, meerdere parallelle stromen waarvan gekozen kan worden, gebruik van parameters die 
“real time” gewijzigd kunnen worden … ) 
3. Voldoen de bedrijfsprocessen zoals ontworpen in GBC2012 project aan uw beeld voor flexibiliteit? Waarom? Noem 
een paar voorbeelden. Wat moet aangepast / toegevoegd worden om dit(deze) proces(en) aan uw idee voor 
flexibiliteit te voldoen? 
4. Zijn er andere manieren om de bedrijfsprocessen flexibel te maken? Waarom is hier niet voor gekozen? 
5. Uitgaan dat GBC de ambitie heeft om flexibele bedrijfsprocessen in GBC2012 neer te zetten, hoe kijken de 
partnerorganisaties tegen deze ambities aan? Hoe merkt u dat?  
6. Hebben de partnerorganisaties van GBC een duidelijke voorkeur uitgesproken m.b.t. flexibiliteit van 
bedrijfsprocessen? Waarom hebben ze dit gedaan? Met welke eisen van zijn partners moet GBC rekening houden 
bij het ontwerpen (neerzetten) van flexibele bedrijfsprocessen? 
7. Wat kan gezegd worden over vertrouwen van de partnerorganisaties in GBC? Waarom denkt u dat? Kunt u 
specifieke kenmerken in de houding van de partnerorganisaties noemen, die duidelijk maken dat zij vertrouwen 
op GBC of juist niet? Kunt u een voorbeeld noemen? 
8. Waarop is dit (ontbreken van ) vertrouwen volgens u (voornamelijk) gebaseerd? 
 eigen expertise en capaciteit, ervaring met bedienen van verschillende klanten, kennis over werkgevers, 
leveranciers, sectoren  
 integriteit, inleven in het belang van de klant (prioriteiten – bestaande klanten, nieuwe klanten, interne 
projecten) 
 afhankelijkheid, binding middels investering in klantspecifieke processen 
 … 
9. Hoe heeft het (gebrek van) vertrouwen in de …. (!!! Maak gebruik van de genoemde kenmerken) beïnvloed de 
keuze van GBC om de processen te flexibiliseren? Als dit niet het geval was (bv geen vertrouwen in de 
competenties) zou GBC op een andere manier de bedrijfsprocessen in GBC2012 inzetten? Hoe? Waarom? 
10. Hoe heeft de nieuwe flexibele opzet van bedrijfsprocessen en operaties van GBC (indien van toepassing) 
beïnvloed (zal beïnvloeden) het vertrouwen in de …(Maak gebruik van de genoemde kenmerken!!!)?  
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11. Wat verwacht GBC van de partnerorganisaties om de gewenste flexibiliteit waar te maken? Heeft GBC vertrouwen 
dat de partners alle nodige acties zullen/willen/kunnen realiseren? Waarop is dit (gebrek van) vertrouwen 
gebaseerd?  
12. Hoe kan GBC het vertrouwen van nieuwe klanten winnen? Is er een verschil tussen de bestaande en de potentiële 
klanten? In welke mate een potentiële nieuwe klant is geïnteresseerd in de inrichting van de bedrijfsprocessen en 
operaties bij GBC? (eis voor “dedicated assets”). Hoe kunt u dit verklaren? 
========================= 
13. Zijn er andere aspecten in de dynamiek tussen flexibiliteit van bedrijfsprocessen en het wederzijdse vertrouwen 
tussen GBC en zijn partners die u belangrijk vindt en die in dit interview niet aan orde zijn gekomen? 
14. Zijn er andere mensen die inzicht kunnen verschaffen in dit onderwerp? 
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Appendix 6. Expert Concept Map Instructions 
Beste <<     >>, 
Als eerde besproken nodig ik je hierbij graag uit om deel te nemen in een afstudeeronderzoek dat ik uitvoer in het 
kader van mijn studie “Business process management and ICT” aan de Open Universiteit. 
Het doel van dit onderzoek is een bijdrage te leveren aan het wettenschappelijke inzicht in dynamiek tussen inter-
organisatorisch vertrouwen en flexibiliteit van bedrijfsprocessen. Jouw mening, jouw opvattingen en ervaringen zijn 
belangrijk voor het verkrijgen van inzicht in dit onderwerp. 
Uit de documentatie van GBC Vernieuwing Project en een aantaal interviews zijn 140 items geselecteerd. Het is nu 
nodig in deze rijke verzameling structuur aan te brengen. Hiervoor wordt een Expert Concept Mapping Procedure 
toegepast. Deze procedure bestaat uit twee stappen, te weten: (1) clusteren van items en (2) waarderen van 
items. Hieronder tref je een instructie voor het uitvoeren van deze procedure. 
Het is van belang dat je eerst de stap ”clusteren” uitvoert en pas daarna - de stap “waarderen”. 
De procedure zal in totaal 30 tot 60 minuten van je tijd in beslaag nemen.  
Mocht je nog vragen of opmerkingen hebben over de procedure of over het onderzoek in geheel,  aarzel je dan niet 
contact met mij op te nemen. 
Alvast hartelijk bedankt voor je medewerking. Uiteraard houd ik je op de hoogte van de vorderingen van het project.  
Met vriendelijke groet, 
<<   >> 
============================================================ 
Instructie Expert Concept Mapping Procedure 
 
Stap 1 Clusteren: 
De clustering wordt uitgevoerd met behulp van de online tool ConceptSystem. Om in te loggen in de online tool moet 
je de volgende link benaderen: <<<http://   >>> 
Als je deze link opent dan ziet  u  aan de linkerkant een lijst van items (let op dat je ook naar beneden scrollt om alle 
items te zien).  
1. Klik op een item en versleept het naar het lege gebied in het midden van het scherm. Een categorie zal 
verschijnen, en het item zal worden geplaatst in deze categorie.  
2. Herhaal dit met de resterende items. Plats elk item in een reeds aangemaakte categorie als dit item bij de andere 
items in deze categorie hoort of op het lege deel van het scherm om een nieuwe categorie aan te maken.  
Welke items horen bij elkaar?  
Items zijn soms op verschillende manieren te clusteren. Er is geen goede of slechte manier. Cluster op basis 
van wat je het best lijkt. Groepeer in een categorie items die inhoudelijk bij elkaar horen, en niet op basis 
van zijn prioriteit of belang. 
Er is geen "juist" aantal clusters. De enige regel is dat er geen clusters kunnen voorkomen van items die 
nergens passen (zoals „rest‟, „vuilnisbak‟, „diversen‟). Als je denkt dat een item los van de andere items staat 
maak van dit item een aparte cluster. Het kan zijn dat er clusters ontstaan die uit slechts 1 item bestaan. Het 
is ook van belang dat elk item in een cluster ondergebracht wordt. In de meeste gevallen werken mensen met 
10 tot 20 clusters. 
3. Geef elk cluster een titel (een woord of een korte zin). 
4. Als je klaar bent vergeet dan niet op de knop " Ik ben klaar " te klikken, zodat jouw resultaten opgeslagen 
worden. 
Stap 2 Waarderen: 
Voor deze stap maak je gebruik van de bijgevoegde Word document. De instructie voor het waarderen vind je in het 
begin van het document. Vul de waarderingslijst volgens de instructie, sla het bestand op en stuur het naar mij terug. 
============================================================ 
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Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust  
 
Expert Concept Mapping Procedure 
Waarderen 
Je gaat de items waarderen. De cijfers die je een item kunt geven lopen van 1 t/m 5. Met een „1‟ geef je 
aan dat het item onbelangrijk is voor GBC. Een „5‟ wil zeggen dat het item uitermate of zeer belangrijk 
is voor de relatie tussen flexibiliteit van bedrijfsprocessen en wederzijdse vertrouwen tussen 
samenwerkende organisaties. Met de waarden 2, 3 en 4 kunt u enige nuance aanbrengen op de schaal 
van „onbelangrijk‟ tot „zeer belangrijk‟. Hieronder is de schaalverdeling grafisch weergegeven. Vul voor 
elke item een waarde in de laatste kolom van de tabel hieronder in. 
 
 
  Onbelangrijk  1 2  3  4  5  Zeer belangrijk 
 
 
Items Waarde 
… 
 
… 
 
…  
 
Hartelijk bedankt voor je medewerking! 
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Appendix 7. Concept mapping statistical analysis6 
Concept mapping statistical analysis involves the following statistical procedures: 
 Multidimensional scaling of unstructured sort data (MDS) 
 Hierarchical cluster analysis, and  
 Computation of average ratings for each statement and cluster of statements.  
Multidimensional scaling of unstructured sort data  
Concept mapping method uses information from individuals to identify group shared vision and to represent 
group ideas pictorially.  
The core data for a map come from unstructured sorting where each participant groups the generated 
statements into piles of similar ones. Participants are free to use as few or as many piles as they think 
necessary to arrange the statement set meaningfully in terms of their similarity. These data are decidedly 
judgmental and qualitative. To use the data in the subsequent quantitative multivariate analyses, each sort is 
first converted to an N × N (where N is the total number of statements) binary symmetric matrix of similarities 
(SN×N) for each participant from the sorting data. For any two statements i and j, 1 is entered in Sij if the two 
statements are placed in the same pile by the participant, otherwise 0 is put in the cell. 
 
The total TN×N similarity matrix is built by summing across the individual SN×N matrices. Any cell of this 
matrix can take integer values between 0 and M, where M is the total number of participants who sorted the 
statements.  
 
The total similarity matrix, TN×N is raw structure data for the multidimensional scaling analysis. 
Multidimensional scaling generates a two-dimensional XN×2 configuration (point map) of the set of N 
statements where each point represents one of the statements. The point map is based on the criteria that 
statements piled together more often are in closer proximity than those grouped together less often.  
                                                 
6
 Based on Trochim, 1989. See also http://www.conceptsystems.com/ 
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This summed square similarity matrix is the input for multidimensional scaling analysis which takes 
(dis)similarity data and represents them as distances in Euclidean space. For each statement the MDS analysis 
yields an x and y value. When plotted in a bi-variate plot these constitute the basic point map form of the 
concept map. 
Hierarchical Cluster Analysis (HCA) 
The hierarchical cluster analysis distinguishes areas on the map, which are contiguous but not overlapping 
with each other. Deciding on number of clusters is essential for cluster analysis. HCA procedure gives as many 
possible clusters as there are statements beginning by considering each statement as its own cluster. At each 
stage in the analysis the algorithm combines two clusters until all of the statements become in a single cluster. 
The number of clusters is identified by taking vertical slices at different heights of the cluster tree.  It is a task 
of the researcher to decide on the number of clusters in the final solution. This process always involves 
judgment and interpretation. It is recommended to involve respondents or their proxies in the decision 
making process or as reviewers.  It is important to state here that the researcher decides on the number of 
clusters but not on the grouping of the statements in to the clusters.   
A criterion that could be considered when deciding upon the number of the clusters is the bridging/anchoring 
value of the statement in a particular cluster.  
 
Bridging Value  
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The bridging/anchoring value (ranges from 0 to 1) helps to interpret the content associated with specific areas 
of the map.  A low bridging/anchoring value indicates that more respondents have grouped the statement 
together with others in its vicinity. Statements with lower bridging values are generally better indicators of 
the meaning of their part of the map than statements with higher bridging values. Statements with a relatively 
high bridging value within a cluster, play the role of bridgers to other clusters, while statements with a 
relatively low bringing value play the role of anchors for the statements within a cluster.  
Computing the Bridging value of a statement in a cluster 
Bridging value is computing as follows: 
1. Computing the proportion of sorters who put point i and j together in a pile:  
m
s
p
ij
ij    
where: sij = number of sorters who placed point i and j together in the same pile  
 m = total number of sorters  
 pij = proportion of sorters who placed point i and j together in the same pile  
2. Compute the Euclidean Distance between all pairs of standardized points:  
22 )()( jijiij yyxxd   
where: xi = MDS x-coordinate for point i  
 yi = MDS y-coordinate for point i  
 xj = MDS x-coordinate for point j  
 yj = MDS y-coordinate for point j  
 dij = standardized Euclidean Distance between points i and j  
3. Computing the unstandardized bridging value: 
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where: bi = bridging raw value for point i  
pij = proportion of sorters who placed point i and j together in the same pile  
dij = standardized Euclidean Distance between points i and j  
4. Normalizing the bridging raw value: 
)min()max(
)min(b
bb
b
b ii


  
where: bi  = bridging raw value for point i  
 min(b) = minimum of the bi values  
max(b) = maximum of the bi values  
bi  = standardized bridging value 
Computing the Bridging value of a cluster 
The cluster bridging value is simply the average bridging value across all statements in a cluster. Next to this a 
standard deviation of the bridging values of the statements within the cluster are provided. 
Computation of average rating for each statement and cluster of statements 
This statistical procedure is applied only if rating data are collected in a project. The rating value of a 
statement is computed as a mean of the ratings of all participants. The rating value of a cluster is the mean of 
the ratings of all statements within the cluster. 
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Appendix 8. Statements By Cluster with Summary Statistics on Bridging Value 
 
Cluster 1: Competence trust 
No Statement Bridging value 
14 There is no trust without satisfaction 0.22 
21 Potential customers require SAS70 certification 0.22 
22 
The extent to which GBC is successful, determine the extent to which customers 
purchase services by GBC 0.28 
1 GBC can bring expertise in the supply chain  0.28 
2 Potential customers are interested in knowledge and experience the employees 0.32 
44 Poor service causes distrust 0.33 
6 Show the customer what and how GBC is doing and will do in renewed process 0.33 
69 GBC partners are very sensitive to the quality of the services  0.34 
40 If a customer has been ever disappointed than now it goes wrong with the trust 0.36 
111 Do well what you do  0.39 
70 The expectations toward GBC renewal project are very high  0.41 
7 GBC renewal project is responsibility of GBC 0.52 
134 GBC has an inferiority complex 0.52 
85 Broad mix of customers' needs  0.75 
59 
The relationship that GBC now have with its customers can be significantly 
affected by the results of GBC renewal project 0.78 
79 
Supply chain partners operating in a highly competitive market pay more 
attention on costs than on quality 0.89 
Count: 16 Std. Dev.: 0.20 Minimum: 0.22 Average:  0.44 
 Variance: 0.04 Maximum: 0.89 Median: 0.35 
 
 
Cluster 2: Recognition of customer’s identity 
No Statement Bridging value 
81 Customers want to feel that they are "taken seriously" 0.37 
89 Each customer, large and small, will have its own identity in the generic process 0.55 
19 Each customer requires a different approach 0.62 
17 
A major customer wants to be treated in a different way than a small irregular 
customer 0.72 
66 Small customers are afraid that they will lose their identity 0.75 
62 Dedicated group of service employees per customer 0.87 
8 Customers know the people behind the processes 0.87 
101 Customers understand that the same people work for several clients  0.88 
Count: 8 Std. Dev.: 0.17 Minimum: 0.37 Average:  0.70 
 Variance: 0.03 Maximum: 0.88 Median: 0.74 
 
 
Cluster 3: Requirements of supply chain partners 
No Statement Bridging value 
18 Establishing standardized interfaces with all supply chain partners 0.29 
68 
The partner organizations define requirements toward the end result, but 
not toward the internal operations 0.29 
118 Our suppliers support GBC Renewal Project 0.30 
53 Our partners have a dominance in the supply chain 0.31 
126 
Our partners can influence the design of business operations in GBC Renewal 
Project 0.37 
32 When GBC contracts new clients, the existing customers are concerned 0.38 
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that they will receive less attention 
50 
Partner organizations are a little sceptical whether GBC can handle such a 
complex project 0.41 
60 Each customer has a particular account manager 0.43 
31 Our partners are responsible for the supply chain. They take the decisions 0.48 
133 GBC can decide itself how to design its processes 0.49 
110 Each customer should be treated with respect 0.66 
28 
The success (in time and costs) of GBC Renewal Project is crucial for achieving 
customers trust 0.73 
119 The external presentation is its different than the processes in the back office 0.79 
Count: 13 Std. Dev.: 0.16 Minimum: 0.29 Average:  0.45 
 Variance: 0.03 Maximum: 0.79 Median: 0.41 
 
 
Cluster 4: Signs of trust 
No Statement Bridging value 
109 GBC is supported by its partners in the renewal project 0.15 
54 Some partners trust GBC more  than the others 0.15 
55 GBC partners participate actively in the renewal project 0.16 
64 GBC partners contribute to the design of the new processes 0.16 
43 The trust between the partners leads ultimately to lower costs 0.16 
80 GBC involves its partners into the process renewing 0.16 
13 It is important who believes in the success of GBC renewal project 0.18 
108 Good understanding of the processes of the partner organizations 0.22 
77 
Because of the alignment with the chain partners GBC can standardize its 
operations  0.24 
124 Supply chain partners are fully involved in GBC Renewal project  0.25 
91 
Supply chain partners are expected to express their support for GBC Renewal 
project 0.25 
104 Shared responsibility with the partner 0.30 
33 
Supply chain partners “keep the door closed” for GBC (insufficient reciprocity in 
the collaboration)  0.31 
Count: 13 Std. Dev.: 0.06 Minimum: 0.15 Average: 0.21 
 Variance: 0.00 Maximum: 0.31 Median: 0.18 
 
 
Cluster 5: Shared goals 
No Statement Bridging value 
136 GBC contributes to the competitive power of the supply chain 0.32 
105 
GBC Renewal Project will deliver cost advantage also for internal and external 
partners  0.32 
123 GBC justifies its existence by collaboration with the chain partners  0.38 
58 GBC sets its priorities in a collaboration with its partners 0.38 
48 The goal of GBC is to provide services to its environment 0.39 
87 Supply chain partners trust fully the good will of GBC  0.42 
117 New customers can benefit by lifting on existing processes 0.49 
Count: 7 Std. Dev.: 0.05 Minimum: 0.32 Average:  0.39 
 Variance: 0.00 Maximum: 0.49 Median: 0.38 
 
 
Cluster 6: Relational trust 
No Statement Bridging value 
115 Adequate attention to each customer, large or small  0.30 
83 GBC shows respect for his partners  0.33 
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75 Creating customers trust by helping them 0.34 
127 Speaking the language of the customer 0.34 
102 Practice what you preach  0.34 
92 
The fact that GBC contracts new customers does NOT affect the relations with 
existing customers 0.35 
20 Smaller customers receive enough attention as well 0.36 
15 Having a "feeling " with the customer 0.37 
98 
Although GBC wants to grow its existing customers are more important than the 
potential new customers 0.38 
82  Interorganizational trust  is strongly influenced by the individual relationships  0.46 
52 Environmental awareness 0.47 
36 GBC will not change its main direction even if a large customer requires that 0.47 
16 GBC can bring  expertise in the supply chain 0.53 
94 Trust requires control  0.58 
25 Trust in the vision of the people leading GBC 0.60 
112 GBC meets its contract obligations (service level agreements)  0.71 
139 Investment in trust is always rewarded 0.75 
107 We help our customers but we do not take over their responsibility   0.82 
Count: 18 Std. Dev.: 0.16 Minimum: 0.30 Average:  0.47 
 Variance: 0.02 Maximum: 0.82 Median: 0.42 
 
 
Cluster 7: Cost efficiency 
No Statement Bridging value 
93 Still cheaper production 0.50 
57 Small customers may use a larger and efficient system at low cost 0.51 
3 It's cheaper having the same employees working for several clients 0.56 
9 Dedicated specific processes for each customer is expensive 0.63 
5 
The GBC partners are very interested in the Renewal Project from a cost 
perspective  0.64 
10 Current processes of GBC contain to many manual activities 0.85 
140 Establishing a transparent market-price with internal suppliers  0.87 
Count: 7 Std. Dev.: 0.14 Minimum: 0.50 Average:  0.65 
 Variance: 0.02 Maximum: 0.87 Median: 0.63 
 
 
Cluster 8: Open communication and collaboration 
No Statement Bridging value 
24 Open communication with partners  0.78 
100 
GBC offers many opportunities to its partners to participate in the design and 
decision making process 0.82 
27 GBC involves the suppliers in the GBC renewal project  0.85 
86 Listening carefully to the customer 0.85 
47 Seeing is believing 0.86 
56 Involve the partners and keep in touch with them 0.87 
42 
If we communicate transparently customers can accept that not everything goes 
as planned  0.92 
74 GBC Renewal Project will mitigate certain risks  0.93 
76 GBC can not guarantee that nothing goes wrong 0.93 
132 GBC coordinates its renewal projects with its suppliers 0.97 
135 
GBC must meet all critical performance indicators from "Day one" of the new 
contract 1.00 
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39 External suppliers perceived GBC as inflexible  1.00 
Count: 12 Std. Dev.: 0.07 Minimum: 0.78 Average: 0.90 
 Variance: 0.00 Maximum: 1.00 Median: 0.90 
 
 
Cluster 9: Multi-customer orientation 
No Statement Bridging value 
71 You never know whether you're sufficiently “multi-client” 0.28 
121 It is impossible to anticipate to all needs of the potential customers 0.39 
73 
Is a system is inflexible that people become more creative to be able to work 
flexibly 0.40 
63 An employee can work successfully with up to 2 - 3 clients  0.40 
11 Flexibility brings  uncertainty for the employees 0.40 
95 There is a risk to become "over automated" 0.42 
114 Full utilization of synergy advantages 0.49 
41 Economies of scale 0.55 
120 If GBC was focused only on one customer, flexibility would be less important 0.59 
96 We must look beyond the known pension system 0.62 
35 It is impossible to predict all requirements and needs of the future 0.74 
Count: 11 Std. Dev.: 0.13 Minimum: 0.28 Average: 0.48 
 Variance: 0.02 Maximum: 0.74 Median: 0.42 
 
 
Cluster 10: Flexibility / Adaptivity 
No Statement Bridging value 
128 Flexible means capable to adapt fast  0.00 
51 
Flexibility means that you can switch modules and parameters on and off without 
external intervention 0.02 
103 Having flexible operations GBC will have more to offer 0.03 
34 Business process flexibility is one of the goals of GBC renewing project  0.03 
72 Flexibility provides the means to efficiency  0.03 
130 
Operational inflexibility blocks the implementation of the contemporary 
regulations 0.05 
131 
As long as we are focused on the customer and product differences we lose the 
focus on flexibility 0.06 
84 Flexibility should not compromise the quality and manageability of the process 0.07 
61 Ability to manage unknown products and services 0.08 
78 Ability to respond easily to the changing circumstances 0.10 
4 
Our customers will notice the flexibility of GBC operations only when they see 
how fast GBC can respond to the required changes  0.15 
23 Flexibility means easily manageable process at the lowest possible cost 0.18 
97 Flexibility of the automated systems limits the flexibility of the people 0.19 
46 Deployment of Business Rule Engine in order to achieve flexibility 0.20 
137 Flexibility is essential for meeting all required products and services  0.21 
45 The flexibility of our processes is not noticeable from outside 0.21 
29 
Because the operations of GBC are now inflexible, every innovation is a step 
forward 0.21 
Count: 17 Std. Dev.: 0.08 Minimum: 0.00 Average: 0.11 
 Variance: 0.01 Maximum: 0.21 Median: 0.08 
 
 
Cluster 11: Generic business process 
No Statement Bridging value 
26 A generic process suitable for all known and imaginable pension systems  0.05 
N. Stoyanova, Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust  
  
OU BPMIT    83 
129 The processes must have a core operating for all customers  0.05 
12 A generic process that can be flexibly adjusted to different customers an products 0.11 
138 Generic modules of the processes must also be flexible 0.11 
49 Some operations do not need be flexible 0.14 
99 Generic processing stream combined with flexible content  0.15 
65 The Business rules of the new processes are defined as generic as possible  0.18 
116 A process can contain both flexible and fixed components 0.24 
38 Short time to market 0.44 
125 Responding to the turbulent environment  0.53 
106 
Define the target groups as broad as possible, taking into account unknown 
customers and regulations  0.59 
90 Flexibility requires humans decisions 0.65 
67 GBC wants to be multi-client 0.65 
113 Multi-customer face in the front office and uniform internal process 0.67 
88 Some customers perceive the operations of GBC as inflexible 0.67 
122 
Flexibilization, can cumbersome unnecessarily the process design for the first 
customer 0.68 
30 Small customers use also on the high quality systems of the big customers 0.71 
37 Fit between competences and intention 0.84 
Count: 18 Std. Dev.: 0.27 Minimum: 0.05 Average:  0.41 
 Variance: 0.07 Maximum: 0.84 Median: 0.48 
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Appendix 9. Statements By Cluster with Summary Statistics on Importance 
Rating 
 
Cluster 1: Competence trust 
No Statement Mean rating 
14 There is no trust without satisfaction 4.25 
21 Potential customers require SAS70 certification 3.75 
22 
The extent to which GBC is successful, determine the extent to which customers 
purchase services by GBC 3.50 
1 GBC can bring expertise in the supply chain  3.50 
2 Potential customers are interested in knowledge and experience the employees 3.25 
44 Poor service causes distrust 3.13 
6 Show the customer what and how GBC is doing and will do in renewed process 3.13 
69 GBC partners are very sensitive to the quality of the services  3.13 
40 If a customer has been ever disappointed than now it goes wrong with the trust 3.00 
111 Do well what you do  2.88 
70 The expectations toward GBC renewal project are very high  2.75 
7 GBC renewal project is responsibility of GBC 2.75 
134 GBC has an inferiority complex 2.63 
85 Broad mix of customers' needs  2.63 
59 
The relationship that GBC now have with its customers can be significantly 
affected by the results of GBC renewal project 2.38 
79 
Supply chain partners operating in a highly competitive market pay more 
attention on costs than on quality 2.00 
Count: 16 Std. Dev.: 0.53 Minimum: 2.00 Average:  3.04 
 Variance: 0.28 Maximum: 4.25 Median: 3.06 
 
 
Cluster 2: Recognition of customer’s identity 
No Statement Mean rating 
81 Customers want to feel that they are "taken seriously" 3.63 
89 Each customer, large and small, will have its own identity in the generic process 3.25 
19 Each customer requires a different approach 3.13 
17 
A major customer wants to be treated in a different way than a small irregular 
customer 3.13 
66 Small customers are afraid that they will lose their identity 3.00 
62 Dedicated group of service employees per customer 2.88 
8 Customers know the people behind the processes 2.25 
101 Customers understand that the same people work for several clients  2.25 
Count: 8 Std. Dev.: 0.45 Minimum: 2.25 Average:  2.94 
 Variance: 0.20 Maximum: 3.63 Median: 3.06 
 
 
Cluster 3: Requirements of supply chain partners 
No Statement Mean rating 
18 Establishing standardized interfaces with all supply chain partners 3.75 
68 
The partner organizations define requirements toward the end result, but 
not toward the internal operations 3.63 
118 Our suppliers support GBC Renewal Project 3.50 
53 Our partners have a dominance in the supply chain 3.38 
126 
Our partners can influence the design of business operations in GBC Renewal 
Project 3.25 
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32 
When GBC contracts new clients, the existing customers are concerned 
that they will receive less attention 3.13 
50 
Partner organizations are a little sceptical whether GBC can handle such a 
complex project 3.13 
60 Each customer has a particular account manager 3.13 
31 Our partners are responsible for the supply chain. They take the decisions 3.00 
133 GBC can decide itself how to design its processes 2.88 
110 Each customer should be treated with respect 2.75 
28 
The success (in time and costs) of GBC Renewal Project is crucial for achieving 
customers trust 2.75 
119 The external presentation is its different than the processes in the back office 2.50 
Count: 13 Std. Dev.: 0.35 Minimum: 2.50 Average:  3.13 
 Variance: 0.12 Maximum: 3.75 Median: 3.13 
 
 
Cluster 4: Signs of trust 
No Statement Mean rating 
109 GBC is supported by its partners in the renewal project 4.13 
54 Some partners trust GBC more  than the others 4.00 
55 GBC partners participate actively in the renewal project 4.00 
64 GBC partners contribute to the design of the new processes 3.88 
43 The trust between the partners leads ultimately to lower costs 3.63 
80 GBC involves its partners into the process renewing 3.25 
13 It is important who believes in the success of GBC renewal project 3.25 
108 Good understanding of the processes of the partner organizations 3.25 
77 
Because of the alignment with the chain partners GBC can standardize its 
operations  3.25 
124 Supply chain partners are fully involved in GBC Renewal project  2.75 
91 
Supply chain partners are expected to express their support for GBC Renewal 
project 2.75 
104 Shared responsibility with the partner 2.63 
33 
Supply chain partners “keep the door closed” for GBC (insufficient reciprocity in 
the collaboration)  2.13 
Count: 13 Std. Dev.: 0.59 Minimum: 2.13 Average:  3.30 
 Variance: 0.35 Maximum: 4.13 Median: 3.25 
 
 
Cluster 5: Shared goals 
No Statement Mean rating 
136 GBC contributes to the competitive power of the supply chain 4.25 
105 
GBC Renewal Project will deliver cost advantage also for internal and external 
partners  3.88 
123 GBC justifies its existence by collaboration with the chain partners  3.88 
58 GBC sets its priorities in a collaboration with its partners 3.75 
48 The goal of GBC is to provide services to its environment 3.63 
87 Supply chain partners trust fully the good will of GBC  3.38 
117 New customers can benefit by lifting on existing processes 3.38 
Count: 7 Std. Dev.: 0.29 Minimum: 3.38 Average:  3.73 
 Variance: 0.08 Maximum: 4.25 Median: 3.75 
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Cluster 6: Relational trust 
No Statement Mean rating 
115 Adequate attention to each customer, large or small  4.38 
83 GBC shows respect for his partners  4.38 
75 Creating customers trust by helping them 4.25 
127 Speaking the language of the customer 4.25 
102 Practice what you preach  4.13 
92 
The fact that GBC contracts new customers does NOT affect the relations with 
existing customers 4.13 
20 Smaller customers receive enough attention as well 4.00 
15 Having a "feeling " with the customer 4.00 
98 
Although GBC wants to grow its existing customers are more important than the 
potential new customers 3.88 
82  Interorganizational trust  is strongly influenced by the individual relationships  3.88 
52 Environmental awareness 3.75 
36 GBC will not change its main direction even if a large customer requires that 3.63 
16 GBC can bring  expertise in the supply chain 3.63 
94 Trust requires control  3.63 
25 Trust in the vision of the people leading GBC 3.38 
112 GBC meets its contract obligations (service level agreements)  3.38 
139 Investment in trust is always rewarded 3.25 
107 We help our customers but we do not take over their responsibility   3.13 
Count: 18 Std. Dev.: 0.38 Minimum: 3.13 Average:  3.83 
 Variance: 0.14 Maximum: 4.38 Median: 3.88 
 
 
Cluster 7: Cost efficiency 
No Statement Mean rating 
93 Still cheaper production 4.38 
57 Small customers may use a larger and efficient system at low cost 4.38 
3 It's cheaper having the same employees working for several clients 4.38 
9 Dedicated specific processes for each customer is expensive 4.38 
5 
The GBC partners are very interested in the Renewal Project from a cost 
perspective  4.25 
10 Current processes of GBC contain to many manual activities 4.25 
140 Establishing a transparent market-price with internal suppliers  3.88 
Count: 7 Std. Dev.: 0.17 Minimum: 3.88 Average:  4.27 
 Variance: 0.03 Maximum: 4.38 Median: 4.38 
 
 
Cluster 8: Open communication and collaboration 
No Statement Mean rating 
24 Open communication with partners  4.50 
100 
GBC offers many opportunities to its partners to participate in the design and 
decision making process 4.50 
27 GBC involves the suppliers in the GBC renewal project  4.38 
86 Listening carefully to the customer 4.38 
47 Seeing is believing 4.25 
56 Involve the partners and keep in touch with them 4.13 
42 
If we communicate transparently customers can accept that not everything goes 
as planned  3.88 
74 GBC Renewal Project will mitigate certain risks  3.88 
76 GBC can not guarantee that nothing goes wrong 3.75 
N. Stoyanova, Dynamics between Operational Flexibility and Interorganizational Trust  
  
OU BPMIT    87 
132 GBC coordinates its renewal projects with its suppliers 3.75 
135 
GBC must meet all critical performance indicators from "Day one" of the new 
contract 3.50 
39 External suppliers perceived GBC as inflexible  3.38 
Count: 12 Std. Dev.: 0.37 Minimum: 3.38 Average:  4.02 
 Variance: 0.14 Maximum: 4.5 Median: 4.00 
 
 
Cluster 9: Multi-customer orientation 
No Statement Mean rating 
71 You never know whether you're sufficiently “multi-client” 3.88 
121 It is impossible to anticipate to all needs of the potential customers 3.88 
73 
Is a system is inflexible that people become more creative to be able to work 
flexibly 3.50 
63 An employee can work successfully with up to 2 - 3 clients  3.25 
11 Flexibility brings  uncertainty for the employees 3.13 
95 There is a risk to become "over automated" 3.13 
114 Full utilization of synergy advantages 3.00 
41 Economies of scale 3.00 
120 If GBC was focused only on one customer, flexibility would be less important 2.88 
96 We must look beyond the known pension system 2.63 
35 It is impossible to predict all requirements and needs of the future 2.63 
Count: 11 Std. Dev.: 0.41 Minimum: 2.63 Average:  3.17 
 Variance: 0.17 Maximum: 3.88 Median: 3.13 
 
 
Cluster 10: Flexibility / Adaptivity 
No Statement Mean rating 
128 Flexible means capable to adapt fast  4.13 
51 
Flexibility means that you can switch modules and parameters on and off 
without external intervention 4.00 
103 Having flexible operations GBC will have more to offer 4.00 
34 Business process flexibility is one of the goals of GBC renewing project  3.88 
72 Flexibility provides the means to efficiency  3.75 
130 
Operational inflexibility blocks the implementation of the contemporary 
regulations 3.63 
131 
As long as we are focused on the customer and product differences we lose the 
focus on flexibility 3.63 
84 Flexibility should not compromise the quality and manageability of the process 3.63 
61 Ability to manage unknown products and services 3.50 
78 Ability to respond easily to the changing circumstances 3.25 
4 
Our customers will notice the flexibility of GBC operations only when they see 
how fast GBC can respond to the required changes  3.25 
23 Flexibility means easily manageable process at the lowest possible cost 3.25 
97 Flexibility of the automated systems limits the flexibility of the people 3.13 
46 Deployment of Business Rule Engine in order to achieve flexibility 3.13 
137 Flexibility is essential for meeting all required products and services  3.00 
45 The flexibility of our processes is not noticeable from outside 2.50 
29 
Because the operations of GBC are now inflexible, every innovation is a step 
forward 2.13 
Count: 17 Std. Dev.: 0.52 Minimum: 2.13 Average:  3.40 
 Variance: 0.27 Maximum: 4.13 Median: 3.50 
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Cluster 11: Generic business process 
No Statement Mean rating 
26 A generic process suitable for all known and imaginable pension systems  4.50 
129 The processes must have a core operating for all customers  4.00 
12 A generic process that can be flexibly adjusted to different customers an products 4.00 
138 Generic modules of the processes must also be flexible 4.00 
49 Some operations do not need be flexible 3.88 
99 Generic processing stream combined with flexible content  3.88 
65 The Business rules of the new processes are defined as generic as possible  3.75 
116 A process can contain both flexible and fixed components 3.75 
38 Short time to market 3.50 
125 Responding to the turbulent environment  3.50 
106 
Define the target groups as broad as possible. taking into account unknown 
customers and regulations  3.50 
90 Flexibility requires humans decisions 3.50 
67 GBC wants to be multi-client 3.25 
113 Multi-customer face in the front office and uniform internal process 3.13 
88 Some customers perceive the operations of GBC as inflexible 3.13 
122 
Flexibilization. can cumbersome unnecessarily the process design for the first 
customer 3.00 
30 Small customers use also on the high quality systems of the big customers 2.88 
37 Fit between competences and intention 2.50 
Count: 18 Std. Dev.: 0.48 Minimum: 2.50 Average:  3.53 
 Variance: 0.23 Maximum: 4.50 Median: 3.50 
 
 
